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SYITOPSIS 


X- 


AlilioLigh considerable body of Imow ledge on organxzat ion& 
exists ab the present bime, lb is partinularly fiagmented . 

The mam aun of the present endeavor is bo study the effects 
of organiaabional bureaucracy, size, management level and 
individual's author i bar lan ism on perceived need >- sat lafacb ion, 
productivity, quality of vfork and alienation, T\^o independent 
factorial oxpermenbs were planned to answer the above 
question. ‘Experimental manipulations of independent variables 
were found to be effective. As hypothesized find mgs of the 
study clearly demonstrate bureaucratic organizational structure 
and lower position m organizational hierarchy function 
negatively in need - satisfaction. Small size organization 
IS perceived to bo more conducive for need - satisfaction 
than large size organization. It is further found that need - 
satisfaction is partly a function of individual's authori- 
tarianism* Significant interaction ofiects indicated that 
need - satisfaction can be appropriately understood \»fhen 
combined effects of different variables are considered. 

It IS argued that bureaucracy in a way does not only hinder 
satisfaction of needs. Its dysfunctional consequences are 
bound to show their effects also on organizational 
performance , 



INTRODUCTION 


Organizabions are a hallmark of modern society. Modern 
societies produce and distribute goods and services, educate people, 
provide health care, and so on — by using special — purpose organ- 
izations Through this social invention of modern oiganizations , 
people cooperate effectively to get work accomplished. How well 
these organizations perform their work consequently affects how 
well societies accomplish their objectives. The social scientists, 
politncians, social workers, managers and administrators have 
recognized the importance of scientific and systematic study of 
organizational functioning to make organizations more effective and 
useful for the society and for those who work in them (Baumgartol, 
1971 , Sinha, 1 973a j Khan, 1977, Haldipur, 1977, Misra, 1977, Jatti, 
1977 ) Specially, in case of developing nations, it has been 
suggested that a major task facing these nations is to develop a 
system which can make the operation of old organizations and newly 
emerging organizations more and more effective to meet ever- 
changing demands (Pandey, 1976) 

Human beings spend a major amount of their lifetime in 
different organizations Btaioni (1961) has remarked that most of 
our activities bake place in one or another kind of organization. The 
newly - emerging field of organisational behaviour is appropriately 
described by Ivancevich, Szilagyi, Jr., and Wallace, Jr (1977) in 
the following way ’'Organizational behaviour is concerned with the 
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study of the behaviour, attitudes, and perfoimance of workers in an 
organizational setting, the organization’s and infoimal group's 
effect on the workers' perceptions, feelings and actions, the 
environment's effect on the organization and its human resources 
and goals, and the effect of the workers on the organization and 
its effectiveness" (P 3) Cyerb and MacCriminon, Jr (1968) 
rightly maintain that an organization is a system having a complei 
hierarchical structure, that operates in a complex environment with 
which it constantly interacts As a social unit, the organizabion 
falls somewhere bebween the primary group and the whole society. 

The emphasis to view organizations as a distinct field of study is 
due to the recognized importance of this bype of social unit 
However, this in no way implies that the processes affecting 
behaviour in organizations are different than those which have been 
demonstrated in less complex behaviour settings, including the 
laboratory (Vroom, 1968). During the past decade and so there has 
been a tendency for social psychologists to become interested in 
the systematic study of behaviour in industrial and other types of 
organizations According to Vroom (1968) organizations provide 
social psychologists an opportuniby to best basic propositions 
about the determinants of behaviour in complex environment. In 
addition, experimental social psychologists equipped in conducting 
simulation and laboratory studies find insights for their experi- 
mental work by observing organizational functioning and in return 
they provide better understanding of organizational behaviour on 
the basis of their experimental findings. 
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Although a considerable body of knowledge on organizations 
exists at the present time, it is peculiarly fragmented An 
empirical sysbematac knowledge of organizational behaviour in 
general is limited Only recently has this field been able to 
attract psychologists, particularly social psychologists 

Early theories of social organizations either emphasized 
the role of social struc bure as the primary determinant of differ- 
ential human charac tens ties or placed the locus of the organization 
within the phenomenal fields of its individual incumbents (Lichtman 
& Hunt, 1971 ) Many modern organizational theories objected to the 
one-sidedness of these two earlier approaches and accepted the 
value of each with an attempt to integrate them into a unitary 
systematic conceptual scheme. For example, Scott (1961) proposes 
that organizational behaviour can be understood in terms of three 
elements (1) The stated design of functions, i.e , the requirements 
of the organization, (2) The characteristics of people who populate 
the organization, (3) The relations between the organization's 
defined proper Lies and the characteristics of people who populate 
it. The main aim of the present endeavour is to study bureau- 
cratic organizational structure (a characteristDc of the first 
element) and authoritarian personality as a characteristic of the 
second element In addition to these two, other independent 
variables included in the study are status hierarchy and size of 
the organization. The major objective of this study is to determine 
the effects of the above-mentioned independent variables on 
perceived needs satisfaction, productivity, quality of work and 
alienation. 
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Independent Variablos 

Bureaucratic Orpianizational Structure The preponderance of 
evidence shows that bureaucratic and feudal structure'v are the 
dominant organizational forms in our society (Sinha, 1973a, 1973b, 
Misra, 19775 Sinha & Sinha, 1977) However, there is a lack of 
empirical and scientific studies, specially by psychologists to 
demonstrate the \my in which bureaucratic organizational structure 
influences the individuals who work under it In In^ia, some 
attempts have been made to study bureaucracy by sociologists, 
historians, political scientists and public administration experts 
(Aiyer, I960 Appleby, 1956, Prasad, 1974, Misra, 1977, Singhi, 

1974 ) These investigators, however, have not studied the influence 
of bureaucratic structures on the individual's growth and, parti- 
cularly, his need satisfaction. 

The evolution of modern bureaucracy is largely based on 
the desire to "control" other human beings (Thompson, 1961, 1974) 

In one way control may be seen in Indian society as a personal, 
family affair The father is dominant, and owns the property He 
tells other family members what to do Thompson (1974) suggests 
that this arrangement may have started with the help of brute force 
but was eventually institutionalized . Control evolved as organiz- 
ations got biggor and inclvtded non-family members. As organizations 
acquired more intricate goal? and had to adapt to a faster and 
faster pace of change, poople and thoir organizations changed 
together towards the evolution of more and more control. This 
evolution of control was the basis of Max Weber's (1964) theory of 
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the development ot modern bureaucracy Commcntriig on evolution ol 
buioaucracy Mi&ra (1977) maintains "Originating from the institution 
of absolutism, bureaucracy found, in the Industrial Revolution of 
the eighteenth centuiy, a suitable incentive for growth and, in the 
subsequent progress of the capitalist economy, its opportunity to 
attain maturity" (p 2) 

The term "bureaucracy" is of recent origin In the eight- 
eenth century the French word "Bureau" meaning writing table or desk 
came to be linlced with a suffix signifying rule of government Some 
of the larger units in government have been called "bureaus", and 
so the kind of organization resulting from this process has been 
called "bureaucracy" During the nineteenth century the pejorativo 
use of the terra "bureaucracy" spread to many European countries, 
where this term was used to decry the tortuous procedures, narrow 
outlook, and highhanded manner of autocratic government officials 
(Heinzen, 1845) However, this popular, pejorative usage must be 
distinguished from "bureaucracy" used in a technical sense in 
social sciences. Social scientists have employed the term because 
it points to the special, modem variant of age-old problems of 
administration Max Weber's macroscopic level definition of bure- 
aucracy has been presented by Bendix (1968) in the following words 
" bureaucracy establishes a relation between legally instated 
authorities and bheir subordinate officials which is characterized 
by defined rights and duties, prescribed in written regulation, 
authority relations between positions, which are ordered systema- 
tically? appointment and promotion based on contractual agreements 
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and regulated accordingly technical braining or experience as a 
formal condition of employment, fixed monetary salaries, a strict 
separation of office and incumbent in the sense that the official 
does not own the "means of administration" and cannot appropriate 
the position, and administrative work as full-time occupation" 

(p 206). Obviously, Weber's views diverge sharply from the 
popular stereotypes which see bureaucracy as synonymous wibh gover- 
nmental inefficioncy . 

In the dovelopmontal analysis of bureaucracy, Weber (1947) 
classified and described organizations according to the kind of 
control they had. First were patrimonial organizations , based on 
interpersonal obligations, such as we find in families and later on 
in feudalism This control evolves into almost pure tradition, or 
custom, in the post-feudal monarchial period Finally, in the 
modern period, the need for constant calculation and decision making 
results in a kind of organization based on an acceptance of a 
rationalized system of operations Weber (1947) called such 
control "legal rational" and such an organization a "bureaucracy". 

According to Weber (1947) bureaucracy is governed by six 
principles which arc (l) fixed and official jurisdiction areas, 

(2) firmly ordered hierarchy, (5) management of office by written 
documents and a filing system, ( 4 ) specialized position wibh 
specialized training, (5) full-time official positions and (6) 
relevant learning and expertise based on relevant academic disoi- 
plines. The official enjoys a social e&beem in accordance with 
his rank in the hierarchy. 
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The V/eberian concept of bureaucracy has attracted the 
attention of many The central theme of the criticism is its 
neglect of the informal aspects of human relationships and over 
emphasis on the formal structure within an organization Merton 
( 1940 , 1957 ) pointed out that Weber's theory completely neglected 
the internal stresses and strains which are the results of bureau- 
cratic structure He gave arguments to show how bureaucratic 
structural arrangements and behavioural requirements produce 
unintended negative consequences on the individuals Selznack 
( 1943 , 1961) further extended Merton’s analysis of bureaucratic 
dysfunctions and presented the resistance of individuals to confoim 
to the mechanistic model of organization Selznick (1943) argues 
for the crucial role of participation within an organization for 
reinforcing, moulding and modifying the existing power relationship 
within it 

G-oulduer (1954, 1955) identifies some of the variables 
relating to bureaucratization in an effort to provide answers to 
some questions loft unanswered in the Weberian analysis of bureau- 
cracy He sots out Lo examine bhe nature and func bions of rules 
and how they vary from one circumstance bo another, and realizes 
that Weber's hypothesis regarding effectiveness of bureaucracy, 
based on uniform and rigid rules with little scope for variability, 
may not be the best thing to look for. G-ouldner (1954) argues that 
rigid organizational structure may cause conflict and tension and 
consequently may docrease productivity Another eminent sociologist 
Blau ( 1955 ) suggests that certain external and internal factors 
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force a bureaucracy to make modifications in its structure and 
permit the perpetuation of certain informal norms Rules and 
procedures, at least most of them, can encourage the achievement of 
organizational objectives and at the same time produce dysfunctions 
which may interfere v/ith the organizations' capacity bo undertake 
changes to continue functioning Blau (1955) also challenges the 
myth implied in the Weberian concept of bureaucracy that rationality 
only comes from the top He writes "maximum rationality in the 
organization, therefore, depends on the ability of the operating 
officnal to assume the initiative in establishing informal relations 
and instituting unofficial practices that eliminate operational 
difficulties as they occur" (Blau, 1955, p. 206). 

C rosier (1964) considers bureaucracy as a part of the 
social system which consists of a distinctive culture and a system 
of shared values Crozior (1964) agrees with Vfeber's analysis that 
bureaucracy is inevitable in today's complex and fast -changing 
world, but at bhe same time he emphasizes the dysfunctional conso 
quenccs of a typical bureaucratic organization, which Weber ignored, 
and goes one step ahead of many of his predecessors by suggest i?ig 
how changes take place in it He has tried to clarify some of the 
complex and often confused relationships between culture, value, 
and the bureaucratic system. 

The "rosy" picture that V/ebor had painted about bureau- 
cracy has been also examined by psychologists For example, on the 
basis of evidences, Argyris (1957) has argued that the basic impact 
of formal organizational structure is to make the employees feel 
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dependent, eubmissivc, and passive and to require them to utilize 
only a few of tho:r less important abilities More recently, 
Ivancevich, Szilagyi, Jr , and Wallace, Jr (1977a, 1977b) have 
examined the concept of organizational structure and process compo- 
nents of communication, decision making, performance evaluation, 
and reward systems The effects of these components determine to 
a considerable degree tho behaviour of individuals in organizations, 
Similarly, S beers (1977) recognizes the importance of structure •^nd 
suggests thab structure refers to the manner in which an organiza- 
tion organizoo its human resouiccs for goal-directed activities. 

He further shows how the human parts of an organization aie fibtod 
into relatively fixed relationships that largely define patterns of 
interaction, coordinatD on, and task-oriented behaviour For Steers 
(1977) examples of sbructural variables include such factors as 
span of control, relative decentralization or centralization of 
authority and power, the degree of formalization, the amount of 
functional specialization, and so forth. 

A group of investigators (Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, d Turner, 
1968, 1969, Pugh, Hickson, & Hinings, 1969) employed a multivariate 
approach to study organizational characteristics. Structural 
concepts drawn chiefly from the theory of buroauciacy, but also 
from management writings, were conceptualized as a moans of charic- 
terizing the admiriistrotive structures of organizations. These 
investigators found five stuucturnl variables specialization, 
standardization, formalization, centralization, and configuration 
Miner and his associates (Miner, 1971, Miner, HarHow, Rizzo, & Hill, 
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1974) have studied hui eaucrabic structures They have specially 
studied the hypothesis tfiat the role motivation theory (McGlolland 
& Winter, 1969, Minor, 1965) of managerial effectiveness is appli 
cubic in highly structured organizational contexts of the bureau 
cratic typo, but not applicable in low structure contexts of the 
professional typo Simulated organizations wath student members 
were used in the study The losults generally support the hypo- 
thesis, with managerial motivation being significantly related to 
promotion docioions in the high structure situation, but not in the 
low structure situation 

Rocenlly Schoin and Greiner (1977) have argued that burc 
aucratic organizational structure is like a mc-'chanacal model with no 
concern for individual behaviour Individuals in such organizatc cus 
are concerned v/xth lots of rules which describe the tasks to bo- 
executed and their manner of performance Each of thorn is supposed 
to channelize his energy to accomplish the goals assigned to 
everyone Rational conduct of the individual depends on the infoi 
mation available to him His motivation and expectations are 
secondary to rational conduct Tho litcraturo review is quite 
indicative of tho importance of studying consequences of bureaucra- 
tic organizational stiuoluic on individuals' satisfaction and othoi 
behavioural diserscs, ft seems important to explore more systemi- 
tically tho way individuals perceive bureaucratic organizational 
structure for thoir need satisfaction, productivity, alienation -^nd 
job satisfaction 



Organization Size A nin 3 or principle underlying the developmenL 
and elaboration of organizational structure is tho maximization 
principle (K-^tz & Kahn, 1966) The maximization principle suggests 
that organizctions , in bheir attempt to control their environment, 
will move toward growth and expansion by adding new functions and 
substructures Tho theory further postulates that elaboration of 
function and structure results in a more buroaucrotic set-up with 
increased specialization, formalization, standardization, and th^ 
addition of subsystems for coordination, control and regulation 
(Katz & Kahn, 1966) Empirical and rational support to these 
hypotheses hewe been provided by Blau (1970) Ho proposed that 
increased organizabioneil size generated greater structural differcn - 
tiation Incrca.sed differentiation led to increased problems 
concerning coordination, communication, and control as a function 
of increased social complexity. This in turn further required a 
larger administrative component to provide expert knowledge to 
handle the problem of increased complexity In sum, Blau (1970) 
argues that as size increases, its marginal influence on structural 
diff orentiabion decreases, and tho problems associabed with incre- 
ased different lab ion lend to resistance to further differentia bion 
On a somewhat similar line, Gouldner (1954) viewed increased size 
and bureaucracy as leading to groaber needs for control which 
resulted in the implementation of general and impersonal rules. 
Earlier, Merton (1940) saw standardization of procedures as a 
result of increased emphasis on reliability. Thus, the above 
descriptions plot a course of organizational development from a 
small primitive system to a large scale bureaucracy. 
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K'ltzi'll ( 1962 ) in his analysis of contrasting systems of 
work organize Lion hoo argued that many factors must bo token into 
account beforo iL can be decided what organize. tional policies and 
practices arc likely to work best. The first parameter mentioned 
by Katzell is size, or the number of interdependent organizational 
members Hickson, Pugh, end Pheysey (1969) hove also given promi- 
nence to size factor in their analyses of determinants of structure 
Indik ( 1963 ) rovacwod the literature lelating organizational size 
to member par L lc ipotion in terms of absence and turnover In 
another paper, Indik (1965) interprets these findings by positing 
that larger organizations contain more potential and necessary 
communication linkagos among members, rendering adequate communi- 
cation more difficult to achieve The result of inadequate commu- 
nication among members serves to decrease interpersonal attractive 
ness and, in turn, member participation rates. Porter and Lawler 
( 1965 ) in their review have concluded that although job satisfaction 
and morale tend to bo lowei in larger organizations , the general 
findings relevant to this area are neither reliable noi clear 
Porter and lawlrr (1965) argue that perhips subunit snze js a moro 
crucial determin-^nt of craployoo reaction than is total organization. 
On the basis of an examination of tho results of several investi- 
gations, Steers (197?) suggests important patterns of findings. On 
the one hand, incroased organization sizo appears to be positively 
associated with increased efficiency Such factors as orderly 
managerial succession, reduced labour costs, and environmental 
control may all be thought of as some aspect of getting the job 
done in an orderly, efficient manner. 
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On -Lhe other hand, size also appears to be inversely 
related to employee attachment to an organization A trend appears 
to exist in which increase in the size of an organization may lead 
to some efficiency but such efficiency may be brought about the 
cost of increased negative attitudes of employees toward the organ- 
ization Moreover, such efficiency may ultimately lead to an 
increased unwiH lingnoss on the part of employees to remain within 
the organization 

On the lino of suggestion of Porter and Lawler (l965)j 
Woodward (1965), too has stressed for a more diff crentiated concept 
of size, stressing the importance of indexing size by reference to 
the size of managerial system. It seems important to consider the 
effects of variations in the size of a work group as opposed to the 
size of the entire organization For employees, increases in v\/ork- 
group size arc consistontly associated with lower job satisfaction, 
lower attendance and retention rates, and more labour disputes 
(Baumgarter d Sobol, 1959, Indik & Seashore, 1961, Katzoll, Barrett 
& Parker, 1961, Khandwalla, 1974) More recently, Kimberly (1976) 
has critically reviewed the role of size as a variable in studios 
oC organizational structure He has argued that size has generally 
been defined in terms too global to permit its relation to organiz 
ational structure to bo understood adequately 

However, although these findings indicate a definite trend, 
they do not provide an answer as to why increases in the size of a 
work group should be inversely related to various facets of effect- 
iveness. A possible explanation may lie in the increased 
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aff illative opportunities that are typically associated with smallci 
work groups (Cartwright & Zander, 1968) Lichtman and Hunt (1971) 
have recognized, the need of more research related to size variable 
This need has boon recently further emphasized by Kimberly (1976) 
and therefore this variable was appropriately selected in the 
present research endeavour 

Management Level Bureaucracy focuses on staffing and structure of 
organization as a means of dealing with clients and achievement of 
efficiency (Weber, 1947^ Mouzelis, 1967) In this view efficiency 
is maximized by oiganizmg offices according to jurisdiction and 
hierarchical position. However, it has been rightly pointed out 
that researchers in the study of organizations have "tended either 
to Ignore organizational levels or to concentrate on simple dicho- 
tomy between managers and workers" (Saiyadain, 1977 p« 29) 

Several studies have reported relationship between organ 
izational levels and job satisfaction Tho results of these 
studies do not show unambiguous relationship. Some studies have 
shown positive relationship, some have shown no relationship, while 
others have indicated the effect of moderator variables in deter- 
mining the relationship between organizational levels and job 
satisfaction, for example, of the earlier studies, two (Hoppock, 
1935, and Centers, 1948) revealed a positive correlation between 
organizational levels and job satisfaction, Herzberg, Mausner, 
Peterson, and Gapwell (1957) m their review of literature related 
to job satisfaction and organizational levels remarked that "one 
unequivocal fact emerges from the studies of job satisfaction; the 
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higher the levels of occupations, the higher the morale" (p 20) 
Somo other later studies have repoited similar findings (Rosen ft 
Weaver, I960, Rosen, 1961, Priedlander, 1965, ^^ornhauser, 1965) 

In a recent study, Singh and Srivastava (1975) have reported 
positive relationship between organizational levels and job 
satisfaction. 

In a number of other studios job satisfaction was measured 
in terms of need fulfilmont. In this rospect, a pioneering studj' 
was done by Porter (1961 ) who investigated need -fulfilment defici- 
oncy in the lowei and middle managemont levels On the basis of 
his results, he writes "the vertical location of management posi- 
tions appears to be an important variable in determining the 
extent to which psychological needs aro fulfilled" (p. 9) In 
another follow up study, Porter (1962) administered need deficiency 
questionnaire on a sample of top managers, uppor-middlc managers, 
lower-middle manageis and lowest level managers. The results 
suggested an increasing degree of satisfaction on three higher 
order needs with increasing levels. Some other investigators also 
using Porter’s molhodology have supported above-mentioned general 
results (Edcl, 1966, Eran, 1966, Miller, 1966, Portor ft Mioholl, 
1967), In a recent study of three levels of managers of public 
enterprises in India, Narain (1973) found that while security was 
recognized by all levels of managers as the most important need, 
personal growth and social recognition increased with increasing 
levels of hierarchy Narain (1973) has argued that the task 
variables and responsibility associated with high level positions 
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greatly contribulo to job satisfaction among incumbents 

In several other studies lack of positive relationship 
bebween organizational levels and job satisfaction has been reported 
In a study by Starcovich (1972), first line supervisors, middle 
managers , and professional employees did not significantly aff oct 
the judged order of importance of job factors for cither job satis 
faction or job dissatisfaction Similarly, Armstrong (1971 ), 

Hulin and Smith (l96‘>), and Mass (1966) failed to demonstrate the 
role of organizat] onal levels on job satisfaction. 

Some other studies highlight tho effect of moderator 
variables on tho relationship between organizational levels and job 
satlflfftctlon. Por examples » Porter (1963) has reported that at 
lower levels of managoraent , small company managers were more 
satisfied than largo company managers. However, at higher levels 
of management, large company managers were more satisfied than 
small company managers, Cummings and Elsalmi (1968) did not find 
similar findings in their study. In their study, managers in top 
management levels in small companies experienced more satisfaction 
than those in large size companies Middle and lower level 
managers in largo size companies were more satisfied than those in 
small size companios. They have also reported organizational 
structure interacting with occupational levels • Tall organizations 
produced more satisfaction among top level managers than flat and 
intermediate structure. This was reversed in tho case of middle 
and lower-middle level managers 
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Saiyadain (1977) in his critical review has pointed out 
that the contradictory findings can bo understood on tho basis of 
methodological and conceptual considerations He suggests that 
contradictions in the results can bo attributed to methodological 
artifacts Tht^ro could be two possible sources of such artificats 
First, samples from different organizations are amalgamated for 
classification into broad organizational level categories in tho 
same study Second, various levels either from one company or from 
different companies are combined to represent categories of various 
organizational levels. For example, Porter (1961) drew his sample 
from three companies a largo nation-wide company manufacturing 
conBumor containers, another involved in processing and distribution 
of food products, and the third, a medium size utility firm, These 
three firms provided throe levels of management In another study, 
Porter (1962) solectod his sample from "numerous types and sizes of 
companies located throughout tho country" (p 376) From these 
companies, he selected five levels of management ior his studies, 

Tho procedure adopted for selection of samples in those 
studies accepts a wrong principle that all organa zations are alike 
and therefore, omployeos of these organizations could bo put 
together accordang to the level. Saiyadain (1977) rightly further 
argues that " , in sonii of the reported studies these categories 

aro very broad and often ill -defined. On the sui'face such classi- 
fication seems justified but it is apparent that within those 
categories, there is considerable heterogeneity in status, poten- 
tial for upward mobility and specific occupational role demands" 
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(p. 51 ). Poi' example, Porter (1962) assigned subjects to five 
categories of management levels by the titles of their companies. 
Several other studies have selected their samples on the basis of 
salary drawn (iTarain, 1973). Thus, it seems from the above that a 
kind of methodological error may confound the validity of relation- 
ship between organizational levels and job satisfaction. Saiyadain 
( 1977 ) suggests the second source of contradiction in results may 
be found in the way in which job satisfaction has been defined and 
measured . 

More recently, Saiyadain (1977) in his study has examined 
the relationship botweion organizational levels and job satisfaction 
with controls for the conceptual and methodological artifacts. 

Data were collected on 84 employees from four organizationally 
adjacent levels from the same unit of an organization. Porter's 
(1961) Need Satisfaction questionnaire (PNSQ), Brayfield and 
Rothe's ( 1951 ) Job Satisfaction Index (JSI) questionnaire were 
administered. The results revealed increased satisfaction with 
increasing levels, particularly with reference to esteem, autonomy, 
and self-actualization. However, size of the sample and external 
validity of the findings are major constraints with this study. 
Further, some of the criticisms mentioned earlier are also true 
for Saiyadain’ s study (1977). 

Study of organizational hierarchical level has been also 
done in the context of leadership style (Jago & Vroora, 1977). 

Large size formal organizations have multiple hierarchical levels 
and are pyramidal in shape. As one ascends the managerial hierarclry, 
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the number of managers at each level progressively diminishes and 
the nature of their responsibilities becomes less concerned with 
the direction of day-to-day operations and more concerned with 
diagnosing environmental changes and planning the organization' s 
responses to these changes. Jago and Vroom (1977) have reported 
that use of participative methods does increase with level and that 
this occurs both as a result of beliefs concerning the utility and 
appropriateness of participative practices, which are more charac- 
teristic of higher level managers, and differences in the nature of 
decisions to be made as one ascends the organizational hierarchy. 
Some earlier studies have also reported such results with similar 
interpretations (Blankenship & Miles, 1968; Heller & Yukl, 1969). 

Argyris (1957, 1964) has recognized the importance of the 
organizational hierarchy factor in need satisfaction and psycholo- 
gical success of the individual. Argyris (1964) cites a number of 
empirical studies showing that workers at the lower end of the 
organizational hierarchy, as opposed to those at higher levels, 
suffer from poorer mental health, lower job satisfaction, and lower 
levels of self-esteem, feelings of security, and other related 
variables. The resulting feelings of dependence, subordination, 
and passivity on the part of the workers can only result in "... 
frustration, failure, short-term perspective, and conflict" (1964, 
p. 40) . 

Thus, it seems that hierarchy in organization is an 
important variable for understanding individual's satisfaction and 
other aspects of organizational behaviour. Most of the previous 
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studies reported are based on data collected in organizations 
involving several methodological problems. In this study, there- 
fore, hierarchy was included along with other independent variables 

Authoritarianism ? Lichtman and Hunt (1971) suggest that people 

react to their organizations on the basis of their perceptions of 

it. These perceptions are based on their needs, motives and values 

Therefore, according to this approach, which is called the person- 

alistic views in organizational theory, to understand human 

behaviour in organizations, one must understand how individuals 

differ with respect to personalistic variables. Further, to change 

organizations, one must alter perceptions of people. The impetus 

of this view rests largely with the writings of Kurt Lewin (1951) 

and Hawthorne group (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). According to 

Lewin (1951) a person is active in the behavioural process and not 

$ 

as just a passive recipient of discrete stimuli. The process of 
organizational analysis must then consist largely of personnel 
assessments^ It further implies that organizational change must 
consist solely in the changing of people. To some extent, such a 
premise is fundamental to what may be termed "Clinical" approaches 
to organization development (Schein & Dennis, 1965). 

Similarly, the Hawthorne or Western Electric studies 
(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) findings indicated that there was 
no one best level. As the Hawthorne researchers saw it, the 
implications for management did not lie in any gross restructuring 
of the organization, but rather in a programme of individual ■ 
counseling designed to change the perceptions of individual workers 
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toward the organization. Influenced by above-mentioned lines of 
researches, many writers (lichtrnan & Hunt, 1971) have concentrated 
their theoretical efforts tov/ard evaluating the role of the indivi- 
dual and work group as a determinant and have encouraged an indj.vi- 
dual differences approach to the study of organizational behaviour. 

Argyris (1957) has argued for the assumption that organ- 
izational behaviour develops from the interaction of the individual 
and the formal organization. Authoritarianism (Adorno, Prenkel- 
Brunswick, Levinson, & Stanford, 1950) as a personality character- 
istic seems to be a relevant variable for understanding organiza- 
tional behaviour. It becomes particularly more important when one 
attempts to understand individual differences in a bureaucratic 
organization. Recently, in an analysis, Khandwalla (Rote 1) 
maintains that a mechanistic or bureaucratic orientation means a 
great deal of emphasis on formalizing all activities and relation- 
ships and communication, and a great deal of emphasis on formal job 
descriptions and standard operating procedures* An authoritarian 
orientation implies a reliance on orders , threats and the like for 
getting changes implemented rather than on persuasion, joint 
problem solving or bargaining, A non-authoritarian oz’ientation 
implies a reluctance to rely on orders , threats etc. to implement 
changes. This analysis supports appropriateness of examining 
effects of authoritarianism along v/ith other structural variables 
like bureaucracy, size and hierarchy on perceived need satisfaction 
in organization* 
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The empirical study of authoritarianism for understanding 
organizational behaviour in our social context has been emphasized 
by several Indian investigators (Sinha, 1973a5 Note 2, Kakar, 1971; 
Saiyadain, 1975). Western observers (Taylor, 1948; Murphy, 1953; 
McClelland & Winter, 1969) report that Indians, by and large, are 
authoritarians. Historically, the source of authoritarianism is 
traced to the feudal system in India where landlords used to 
imitate the life patterns of king a king who was supposed to 

be an embodiment of God, all powerful, knowledgeable etc. People 
were like children who had to be loyal and obedient, in return for 
being nurtured and protected. Davis (1951) calls India's caste 
system as the most thoroughgoing attempt in human history to 
utilize absolute unequality as the basis for our society. Through 
feudal lords the authoritarian system was made available to Indian 
families which nursed and developed it. Western research in their 
quantitative investigations have clearly shown the role of parental 
antecedents on the development of authoritarianism. Authoritari- 
anism scores have been found to correlate positively with a scale 
measuring Traditional Family Ideology (conventionalism, authori- 
tarian submission, exaggerated masculinity and femininity, extreme 
emphasis on discipline, and moralistic rejection of impulse life) 
in a series of studies on adults subjects (Levinson, Huffman & 
Phyllis, 1955). Byrne(1965) has also reported in general similar 

findings. 

Employees of an organization carry with them their 
cultural norms and dispositions. Sinha (I973a) argues that if 
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Indians are sa.id to be authoritarians (Huss, 1971), they are likely 
to seek support, protection, and guidance from their superiors as 
well as extend similar nurturance to their subordinates (Hagen, 
1962 ). Sinha (1973a) further argues that since government bureau- 
crates were familiar only with the rigid bureaucratic organizational 
structure, they have succeeded in transplanting similar bureaucracy 
in newly emerged organizations in post-independence era of India. 

To make certain that the transplantation of bureaucracy is complete, 
senior government officers are very frequently deputed to head new 
organizations which are being established (Higam, 1967). In an 
analysis of historical background of Indian work organizations, 

Kakar (1971) argues that although the administrative practices and 
methods of Indian organizations were in general modeled after the 
British pattern, the authority relation was not only of superiors 
and sub-ordinates, but of British superiors and Indian subordinates. 
Kakar (I97l) clearly maintains that the authoritarian elements in 
their relations with their Indian subordinates were greatly exagg- 
erated by the social-psychological exigencies of colonial situation. 
Most l^ritishers, whatever their convictions about authority rela- 
tions at home, showed a high degree of authoritarianism (Misra, 
1970). Recently, Saiyadain (1975) has argued that authoritarianism 
is related to interactions of supervisors and subordinates in such 
a Way as to permit reliable predictions of behaviour in organiza- 
tions. It seems on the basis of the above discussion, that the 
role of authoritarianism as a personality disposition heeds to be 
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investigated for understanding . individual' s behaviour in bureau- 
cratic organizational set-ups which so predominantly exist in our 
society. 


Depe ndent Variables and Research Problem 

The characteristics of organizational structure have long 
been considered to have a major impact on the attitudes^ behaviour 
and overall satisfaction of individuals in organizations (James & 
Jones, 1976 ). Dor example, in their analysis, Lichtman and Hunt 
( 1971 ) separated structural theories into traditional structural 
theories (Marx, 19645 Taylor, 1971? Weber, 1947) and modern struc- 
tural theories (Argyris, 1964; Blake & Mouton, 1968; Likert, 1967; 
McGregor, 1960), Inspite of their theoretical differences regar- 
ding human behaviour in organizations, the two structural approaches 
shared the view that the social structure of the organization is 
the "primary determinant of differential human characteristics" 
(Lichtman & Hunt, 1971, p. 271). Modern organizational psychology 
is dominated by the theories and researches of the modern structural 
theorists. The literature has tended to focus on models such as 
theory X - Theory Y, mechanistic -organic , bur eauc ratio -nonbu re au- 
cratic, and so forth (Bennis, 1969). With respect to relationships 
with individual attitudes and development, the bureaucrat ic-non- 
bureaucratic dichotonyr has received the majority of attention. For 
example, Bennis (1969) identified among the observed dysfunctions 
of bureaucraoiGS, a failure to allow for the growth and development 
of mature personalities, as an important dysfunction. Critical 
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revlGwers of literature (Lichtman & Hunt, 197^5 tlanies & Jones, 

1976 ) have argued that in contrast to the the bureaucratic model, a 
modern organizeition model such as the huimn relations model assumes 
that the individual is a total human being striving for self 
improvement, self-expression, autonomy, recognition and self- 
actualiaation. 

The three most publicized and researched theories of 
motivation are Maslow's need hierarchy, Herzberg's two-factor 
theory and Alderfer's ERG- theory. Maslow's (1954) need hierarchy 
theory postulates that people in the workplace are motivated to 
perform by a desire to satisfy a set of internal needs which are 
arranged in a hierarchy from the basic (e.g. food and shelter) to 
the complex (e.g, ego, status, achievement). The five classifi- 
cations of needs according to Maslow ares ( 1 ) phyeiological; ( 2 ) 
safety and security; (3) social and belonging; (4) ego, status, and 
esteem; and (5) self actualization. A second popular content 
theory of motivation closely related to Maslow's need hierarchy v/as 
proposed by Hcrzberg and his associates (Herzberg, Mausner, & 
Snyderman, 1959). The theory, which has been called the two-factor 
theory or the motivation-hygiene theory, has been widely received 
and applied by managers concerned with the motivation of their 
employees. Herzberg has reduced Maslow's five levels of needs into 
two distinct levels of analysis. The hygiene factor or dissatis- 
fiers are equivalent to Maslow's lower level needs. They are 
preventive factors that serve to reduce dissatisfaction but do not 
lead to satisfaction. The motivators, . or satisfiers, are 
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equivaionb to Ma&low's higher level needs There are oob-contonb 
factois that mot iVciLo pi'oplo to perform According to Horzberg, 
only such aspec be ae a challenging job, recognition for doing a 
good job, and opporbuniLies for advancement, personal growth, and 
development function to provide a situation for motivated bchavioui 
A more recently proposed motivation approach is Aldcrlci's (1972) 

ERG- theory Aldorfor condonsos tho Masiow hierarchy inbo three 
need catogor:u& I'xiolonc^^ (B), rulabedness (R), and growth (G) 
Existonco needs are all the various forms of physiological and 
material dosarus, such as hunger, thirst and shelter Relatednoss 
needs include all those that involve inturporsonal relationships 
with others in tho workplace Giowth needs are all those needs that 
involve a person’s efforts towards creative or personal growth on 
tho job. Thus, satisCaction of growth needs results from an 
individual engaging m tasks that not only require the person's 
fu31 use of h LS oi her capabilities, but may also require the 
development of now capabilities. Masiow' s self actualization and 
certain oC hiS s('ir-o&beom needs are comparable to these growth 
needs 

SincG bhc formulation of Ma&low's need theory, numerous 
research studios have been made on need hierarchy in organizations 
Masiow 'a constructs wore first operationalized by Rorter (1961, 

1964) The physiological needs of the respondents were assumed to 
have been adequately satisfied and therefore were not included. An 
additional category "autonomy" was inserted between esteem and self 
actualization categories. A sample of managers from different 
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private and public sector organizations Using multivaiiatc 
analysis, he lound that in private organizations the department 
heads dovolop more successfully than section managers and first 
lino suporvisois. In two indcpondcnt studios, Singhal (1975, 1976) 
has examined need satisfaction Singhal' s (1975, 1976) findings 
support to some extent the contention that the organizational 
behaviour of employees is determined by thou perceived neod- 
satisfaction and no od -import anco 

In another recent study, Kanungo, Mi&ra, and Dayal (1975) 
examined relationship of job-involvement to perceived import anco 
and satisfaction of omployoes needs Results revealed that the 
attitudes to job “involvement actod as a moderator variable only 
with rospcct to employee's evaluation of the importance of needs on 
the job. High nnvolvod employees, as comparod to low involved 
omployoes, attached greater importance to safety and self actual- 
ization neods and less importance to physiological and social needs 
With respect to the patterns of need gratification and need 
strength, the high and low involved employees did not differ The 
investigators fa^acd to find support for several hypotheses derived 

from Maslow'g need hierarchy notion. 

Rosoarch conducted m India and abroad, however, failed 
to examine in a systematic manner effects of individual's and 
organizational characteristics on need satisfaction Most of the 
studies reported are based on survey James and Jones (1976) have 
rightly remarked that it is hard to find studies where organizations 
have been differentiated on the basis of sound measures of 
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struc bural charac torisb±cs Thus, mcihodologieall/, ib would bo 
bol Lor bo adopt a procoduro where all other variables, are constaint 
and sysLcmatiCj variations are only made 3ti the independont vari- 
ables of inburost during experiment Therefore, for this project, 
experimental method was adopted This review of literature fully 
explains the importance and justification of study of organizational 
bureaucracy, size, hierarchy and aubhoritarianisra, and relationship 
of these variab3('o wa bh needs satisfaction It is an imporbant 
question to <'xaminu how, v/ibh systemabic variation in organa zational 
buroaucrncy, size, radiiagcmcnt level, and individual's authoritari- 
anism, need -satisfaction of the individuals vary In other words 
bhc objoctivo of this research was to investigate how need— satis - 
Taction is dobormined by the facbors mentioned above. 

To achieve an answer to the above-mentioned research 
quGS Lions the present project was planned with two independent 
experiments. In the first experiment, the main objective was to 
examine offoc bo of independent variables like organizational bure- 
aucracy, size and management level on needs satisfaction In 
addition to needs of safety, social, self-ostecm, autonomy and 
self actualization, two other dependent measures like alienation 
and perceived jDOWor wore included It was expected that high bureau- 
cratic organizational structure and lower position in organiza- 
tional hierarchy will function negatively in need satisfaction. 

It was further conjecturod that small size organization will be 
more conduoivo for need satisfaction than large size organization 
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In addibnon, it was expected that the three structural variables 
will also inlluencG dependent measures jointly* 

The second experiment involves only two variables i c 
organizational bureaucracy and individual authoritarianism The 
mam objective oi this experiment was to demonstrate how high and 
low authoritarians diflcr in need satisfaction particularly in 
bureaucratic sob-up. It was hypothesized that may be authori- 
tarians will fool moio comfortable and satisfied in high bureau- 
cratic organizabjon than J ow bureaucratic organization. Some 
additional dopondont variables like quality of work, job -satisfac- 
tion and productivity wore included 
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hiraaelf as an cmploycG of bho&e organizations Subject was reques- 
ted to road tho descriptions of the organizetions very carefully 
and to give lus reactions on the questionnaire to be provided 

The second pait of instructions included the description 
of management position to which subject was assigned There were 
throe different description-sheets ( Append ix -B ^ ,82? ) for each of 
the throo management positions (top level/middle level/lower level) 
The rosponsD bility , faciljty, prestige and duties of these three 
levels managers vary with each other according bo their management 
positions The max.imum facilities and power wore given to the top 
level managers and minimum to the lower level managers The top 
level managers have control over middle and lower level managers 
while middilG level managers have control over the lower level 
managers only. The lower level managers have two higher levels of 
managers above themselves. The top level managers have the most 
privileged position. Thus, using appropriate instructions, subject 
was assigned to one of the three management levels for the experi- 
ment . 

According bo the experimental design, each subject was 
provided four organiaatLonal descriptions in random order based on 
bureaucracy and size of organizations. The descriptions of high 
and low organizations were prepared on the basis of salient charac- 
teristics of buxoauoracy, such as, existence of rules, hierarchy of 
authority, technical *-compGt once and impersonal relationship etc. The 
descriptions of large and small size organizations were based on* 
(1) number of people working in the organization and (2) the 
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rmbcractiion-posfcj j bill! ICS among the members of organizations Thus, 
two 3 gvo]s oC bureaucracy and size produced four types of organ 
3 za lions 

(1) hJgh buioaucracy and large size (Appendix -C ^ ) , 

(2) low bureaucracy and large size (Appendix -C 2 ) ? 

(3) high buioaucracy and small size ( Append ix-C^ ) , 

( 4 ) low buroaucracy and small size (Appendix ~C ^ ) 

JCach iiubjoct studied the description of one organization 
at a tirno. Then, subject was asked to complete a dependent moasuio 
quGstionnaiio (Appondix -D) , largely based on Porter's (1961 ) Need 
Satisfactaon Questionnaire (PNSQ) PNSQ consists of 13 items 
class! fiod into a Maslow~typc need hierarchy system Subject was 
given the questionnaire and was told that in the questionnaire 
several characteristics or qualities connected with managoment 
positions arc lasted. Subject was further instructed that for each 
such charac tens tie , he would be required to give throe ratings 

(a) How much oi tho characteristics is there now connected with 
your managomont position*^ 

(b) Kow much of bho characteristics do you think should be 
conneo bod with your management position‘d 

(0) How important xs this position characteristic to you'’ 

In this manner each subjsct was provided with four organ- 
laational desoriptions and each subject responded on the dependent 
measure queetionnairo for each organization 

Pos t -Tl x pp'rimental Qu estionnaire 

Lastly, subject was requested to complete the post- 
experimental questionnaire for experimental manipulation chocks. 



To chock efroc Livcno&s oi" descriptions related to organizational 
buroaucraLic s true lure and size, subject was asked two questions 
(Appondix-E) aCUu each of bho Tour experimental conditions (based 
on WLbhm TacLois) In addition, at the end of the experiment, 
s\ibjcct was asKod quoetions related to his perception of instruc- 
tions and manafjCmcnt position 

Dopondont V iriablos 

Poitoi's (1961) Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (PN&Q) was 
used as a ine.isuic ol the dependent variables In addition to PITSQ, 
two more items (on a seven point scale) were included to measure 
the depondonl variables of perceived sense of power and alienation 
(Append! x-D) Ddch item of PNSQ measures not only the existing 

degree of necd-iulfiimenb but also the expected level of fulfilraont 
and its linpoj banco to the respondent Items are answered by 
subject on soparnto 7-point scales, one each for expected, ex: sting 
and importance. The anchor points of scales are labeled as 
minimum and maximum Thus a typical item looked like this on tho 

quoationnniro 

Tho fooling oi self-esteem a person gets from being at my 
management posJ tion 

(a) How much is there now*? (Mm) 12 5 4 5 6 7 (Max) 

(b) How much should there be*? (Mm) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Max) 

(c) How important is this to me’ (Mm) 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 (Max) 

PNSQ doos not contain an equal number of items for all 
tho needs included in it. The security need has one item, social 
neod has two, osteom and self-aotuali^^ation have three each, and 

autonomy has four items. 
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Tn V LOW ot the unequal number oi items for each need in 
(PNbQ), it was doGJdcd to calculate the mean score for each need 
Subsaqiicnt ariLlysis was done with the mean scores 

PIjAN fOH DA TA ANA LYSIS 

Intoratuio review shows that ■various concepts and opera- 
tions have been used for the measurement of need satisfaction 
Evans (I9GD) in hib cratLcal analysis has made an eftort to explore 
the conceptual and operational relationships among overall satis 
faction, Level oi aspiration, level ol attainment and level of 
importance Based on some of the suggestions of Evans (1969) the 
following methods were uood for data analysis of the present study 
to understand dilforent aspects of need-satisfaction. 

( 1 ) Ne ed Satisfaction Existing 

The mean scores of the existing aspect of all the five 
needs were added separately and used as an index of existing need 
satisXacbion This may be presented in the following way 

Needs 

NE r- N (NAtt) 

( 2 ) Need _Rn_t i a T ao b i on Expec tod 

Tho diJfcroncc botv/con the level of need expectation and 
bhe level oX need attainment is taken to be the index of need 
satisfaction Tho analysis was done with the sum of the mean 
d-scores lor oaoh need ocpaiately X^or example 

NE = 


(NAtt - 
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In bhL coraputaLion ol d-scoreb, somy scores were found to 
bo pobilivo and ooino nogativo Such as 

TUX'! j ting Expected 

5-3 =2 

3-5 = -2 

To iTinlti. all the scores positive (which was done for tho 
convonioncG ol analysis) a constant of score 8 (higher than tho 
inaxunum nogativo score found in the responses of tho suh^ccts) was 
added 

( 5 ) Meed !)aLJ sJ f icbion Importance 

Need iulCilmcnt is the sum of the product of need attain- 
ment and ibu impor Lance, For example 

NF = (NAtt X ) 

To nioasuto need fulfilment on the basis of tho importance 
of need to mdivjdunl, discrepancy scor^ between 'need existing' 
and 'irapoitanco' were used by Porter (1961) However, Evans (1968) 
and Impai-to (1 972) raised some conceptual and methodological issues 
jn io]aLion Lo Lho moaning of need satisfaction and d-scores An 
oxamplo will Indicate Lho problems involved in Porter's methodology 
lot us assume that throe pooplo lospond within the following levels 
of imporLanco and attainment 

Importance 7 5 2 

Attainiiflcnt 7 5 2 

Thoy will all, by this method of combination, have perfect 
satisfaction (in this case reported by zero satisfaotion) Surely, 
a multiplloativo model (Importance x Attainment ) in which 
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sat Lslacliion scoLes oi 49 j 25? and 4) respectively, were obbained, 
would bo a more accurate representative of reality It enables tho 
managenicnt Lo identiCy situations in which low attainment is coup- 
led With high iiTi]) or lance and the opposite situation in v/hich high 
attainment n couplod with low importance Researchers seem to be 
divided on this issue Some have defined need satisfaction without 
any reJeienco to importance of needs (Porter and Lawler, 1968) On 
tho other hand, it lias been pointed out that tho assessment of 
impoi Innco as oontnaned within part of any direct satisfaction 
rating (IjocRo, 1969). Value of importance contributes extensively 
to our unders landang of job-satisfaction Katzell (1964) m this 
thoorotacnl treatment of job-satisfaction recognizes the value of imp 
ortanco to tho individual 

Impaa to (1972) has raised the issue in relation to the 
meaning of d -score, A person who indicates 4 on expected and 1 on 
actual need fulfilment gets a d-score of 3, Another person who 
indicates 7 on expected and 4 on actual also gets a d-score of 3 
Tho quosLion is whether these two scores mean the same. He found 
tho location of d-scoro to be related to different levels of satis- 
faction but studied only two PNSQ items (authority and opportunity 
for deboarma nation of methods and practices), Ho rationale was 
given as to why only two items out of 13 were chosen for this kind 
of analysis, so it cannot be said with certainty whether this kind 
of conclusion will hold true for the other eleven items. 
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Qvoiall Need Sa L i S-Taction 

The niul Lxp licat j ve modLl (Importance x Attainment) is also 
not consj doled appeopnate aa a measure of overall need fulfilment 
So anothci method was applied in which overall need -fulfilment is 
the sum of the pioducb of need importance and the difference between 
need aspiration and need attainment Thus, this procedure combines 
all the throe aspects of need in analysis, 

= >-( V ‘“asp - 

In tliLb muthod d~ocores wore found to be both positive and 
nogatjvo Both (positive and negative) types of scores were multi- 
plied by the corresponding importance scores of the needs For 
example . 

Importance Score d-score 

7 X -7 = “49 

7 X 7 =49 

By adding a constant score of 50 the products of impor- 
tance and d-scores wore transformed into positive scores. 

This method oL combination of need -fulfilment is consi- 
doroa to bo Lho moot congruent with the oonooptual framework, but 
It la not neooBoary that it will be the better predictor of overall 
need lulfilmont than tho others. Evans (1969) has given one reason 
for this, that Lho measuroment of importance may not be well deve- 
loped. Eoss and Zander (1957) have said that one observed tendency 
IS cor every respondent to report that every goal or facet of tho 
job Is of equal importance to him with a consequent restriction of 
range of variation in tho measure. Thus, four different types of 
measures were used in this study for data-analysis 
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RESULTS 

Separate analyfaj.& involving 3x2x2 mixed model of AWOVA 
wn& computed lor oaoh dependent measure to determine separate and 
joint olfoc tivenofib ot all the three independent variables As 
dDSCusDOd earlioi in the section of plan for data analysis, the 
data or each need were analysed in four different ways 

Checks of Exin ei n m ental Maninulations 

Analys ls of the items of post-experimental questionnaire 

i 

shows that tlio manjpuJation of size and management position was 
etfocLivo. Subjects of top, middle and lower management levels 
porcoived thoir manageiial levels accordingly Subjects in large 
and small size organizational conditions did perceive size of 
organ j-zat ion as largo and small accordingly Experimental manipu- 
lation related to bureaucratic organizational structure was found 
moat effective Subjects in high bureaucratic organizational 
structure (M = /' 54 ) perceived organizational description as signi- 
ficantly more bureaucratic than in less bureaucratic organizational 
slnicturo (M - 2.98), E (1 ,51) = 538 77, 01 level Subjects 

ot all experimental conditions said that they followed the instruc- 
tions complotely (Mean range = 5 94 to 6.22) 

Security Meod 

Table -1 presents the summary of AMOVA of three aspects 
(i.e. existing, expected, and importance) and overall satisfaction 
of security need Eor existing aspect of security need , the mam 
effect of size is found to be significant with more satisfaction of 
security need in small size organization (M = 4 76) than in large 
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ciif'jO or^^anJ /aLion (M = 2,97) For importance aspect of security 
need Lhe same i c&ults weie found Subjects in small size organiza- 
t3on (M rM 67) pf'rcoivcd more fulfilment of security need than 
in large size organizaLion (M = 22 84) 

Social Meed 

Tablo~2 reveals Lhat for all the four types of analysis of 
social need, main offc'cts of bureaucracy and size are significant 
The social uood fulfilmonb is found to exist more in low bureaucr^ 
atic organization (M = than in high bureaucratic organization 

(M ~ ^ 10 ) Oubjocts perceived that social need exists more in 
small size organization (M = 4.73) than in large size organization 
(M = 3.76). 

tn addition, related to expected aspect of social need 
satisfaction, Culfilmont was perceived more in low bureaucratic 
organization (M ^ 7.98) than high bureaucratic organization (M = 
6,13) In case oL size factor, it is found that in small size 
organization (M - 7.39) subjects perceived social need -fulfilment 
more in comparison to largo size organization (M = 6 73). Ibe 
joint-cffect of buroaucracy and size reached significance level. 
Figure-1 suggests that maximum social need -fulfilment was found in 
low bureaucratic small size organization (M = 8 14) and minimum 
need-fulfilmont was found in high bureaucratic -large size 
organization (M = 5*66) 

The importance aspect of social need was also consistent 
with the above results. Subjects in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 28.40) perceived more fulfilment than m high bureaucratic 
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(Mr 15 65 ) More fullilment of bocial-nt-ed vja& 
pcicoivod an oiUuaiJ oizo oiganization (Wi = 24 29) than in largo aizc 
oiganizaLion (M = 19, /S) 

Aiialy'jjo ot ovorall oatisf action of social need revealed 
significniil main allects of bureaucracy, size and their two-way 
intoD action The subjoctb perceived satisfaction of social need 
more in. lov/ bwioaucratic organization (M = 49 41) than in high 
burca\iciatic onganizal ion (M = 39 86). Similarly, in small size 
oxganization (M ^6 19) the fulfilment of social nood was porcc 
Lvod more than in large size organization 1,M = 43 06), Two-way 
inLoraolaon offccl of Lhoso two factors presented in Figure-5 
shows m,ixiniuin social-ncod fulfilment in low bureaucratic -small size 
organization (M - 90 32) and minimum in high bureaucratic - largo 
size organization (M = 37 63 ) 

IQs teom-Meod 

Table -3 shows significant mam effects for management 
level and saze regaiding existing aspect of self-esteem need satis- 
faction, The c'jtoem-nocd was found to exist more with increasing 
JovoL oi managoiiK'at. The top Icvol managers (M = 4 77) perceived 
m^iximum 00 H -esteem and the minimum self-esteem was perceived by 
the iowoi lcvc3 managers (M = 3 89) The perceived satisfaction of 
golf -os teem noed of middle level managers (M = 4.5^ ) was found 
botwoon lower and top lovol managers In case of effectiveness of 
buroauoracy, solC ostoem was perceived to exist more in low bureau- 
cratic organization (M = ^ 91 ) than in high bureaucratic organis- 
ation (M = 3 *35) . 



MEAN SOCIAL NEED FULRLMENT 
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LOW HIGH 

BUREAUCRACY 


Fig . 2 Social need fulfilment as a function of 
size and bureaucracy 
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'I’Ut (Xjuric'd aspi c t of estcom-nuod fulfilment was signi 
fncanLLy de Loiiiiinud by bu toauc rac y In low bureaucratic organiza- 
tion (M - I 2y) -ostoeni need fulfilment was observed more by 

sub ,100 Ls than in high bureaucratic organization (M = 6 48) 

Thu ofliet of bureaucracy is seen to be significant on 
porcoivod impoxtancc aspect of self-esteem In low bureaucratic 
organiz.itiori (M - 28 05) satisfaction of estcem-nced was found more 
than in high buicaucrabnc organization (M = 21 29) 

OvoiaLI sntjsluctj on of esteem need was significantly 
dctoririD nod by buioaiiorticy and size factors In low bureaucratic 
organization (M — '1 5 82) need fulfilment was found more in compari- 
son to high bureaucratic organization (M = 41 25) For size, largo 
size oiganization (M = 44 17) is perceived as providing moio esteem 
th.in smell size organization (M = 4 1 25) 

Autonomy Need 

Tablo-4 presents summaiy of autonomy need For existing 
sabisCac lion o( autonomy need, the effect of management level and 
buicauci:nc.y wei(> I oimd uigiiiXicant The maximum existing autonomy 
wan pence) ved by lop Jevol managers (M = 4 72), next by middle 
ievol managers (M =4 28) and minimum by the lower level managers 
(M - 5 68) bimilaily m low bureaucratic organization (M = 5 27) 
autonomy was perceived bo exist more in comparison with high 

bureaucjatic oigamzation (M = 5 28) 

Tho main offects of management level and bureaucracy were 

round oxgiirioant for oxpoo ted aspect of autonomy need The top 
lovol managers (M = 7 . 17 ) perooived more autonomy, thon middle 
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leve] managsrg (M = 6 80) and lastly the lower level managers (M = 

G ')0) However, "iubsequent analysis using Newman Keuls (Winer, 

I9n) pioceduro suggested that the middle and lov/er level managers 
did not difPor signilicantly Autonomy was perceived more in. less 
bureaucratic organa zation (M = 6 04) The effect of management 
level and buroaucracy v/ore also found significant for importance 
aspect of autonomy need satisfaction More satisfaction of autonomy 
need was perceived by top level managers (M = 27.68), than by the 
middle level managers (M = 24 60) and by the lower level managers 
(M = 21.57) In case of bureaucracy, autonomy need fulfilment was 
porccived moic in low bureaucratic organization (M = 30.95) m 
comparison to high bureaucratic organization (M = 18 29) 

Overall satisfaction of autonomy need was significantly 
determined by factors of management level and bureaucracy Consis- 
tent with results reported earlier autonomy need was observed more 
in top level managers (M = 45 65), then in middle level (M =41 56) 
and lower level managers (M =41 24) Internal mean comparison 
indicated no significant difference between lower and middle level 
managers. In oasc of bureaucracy, in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 47 44) tho autonomy was perceived more in comparison to high 
bureaucratic organization (M =38 19) 

S o If -Actualization N eed 

The main effects of three independent variables (manage- 
ment level, bureaucracy and size) significantly determined perceived 
self -actualization need fulfilment (Table-5). The fulfilment of 
self -actualization need is ex:isting maximum among top level managers 



5A3iiE-5 Susmaiy of Ajoalysis of Variance Self-Zc-tualizauion 
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(M = ^ 5^1 ) , then middle level (M = 4 21) and lower level managers 
(M = 3 fl5) Iho ditreicnee between top and middle level managers 

wa& noL lound significant when means wore compared by using Uewinan 
KquIs method (Winoi , 1971) In low bureaucratic organization (M = 
5 42 ) rullilmont of soli -ac bualization was perceived more in comp- 
arison to high bureaucratic organization (M - 2 99) In case of 
size, subjects in small size organization (M = 4.34) perceived more 
self-ac tualiza tion than 3n the largo size oiganization (M = 4 07) 

The maun oltc'cts oi management level and buieaucraoy were 
Xound signifacani foi expected aspect of self -actualization need 
The maximum sell -actualization need fulfilment was perceived by th^^ 
top level manage Ls (M = 6 83), then by middle level (M = 6 36 ) and 
by the lowei love] managers (M = 5 98) , Internal mean comparison 
indicated no significent difference between top and middle level 
managers In case oj bureaucracy, the self -actualization was pcrco 
ived more in low buroauc ratio organization (M = 7.41 ) compared to 
high bureaucrat ]c organization (M = 5 43) 

The offset of bureaucracy was found significant for the 
importance aspect of self -actualization need In low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 32 98) satisfaction of self -actualization need 
was perceived more by subjects than in high bureaiicratic organiza- 
tion (M 17 88) 

Overall satisfaction of self -actualization //as determined 
by bureaucracy and size. In low bureaucratic organization (M = 

46 56 ) satisfaction of ulf -actualization need was perceived more 
than high bureaucratic organization (M = 33 57). , 

T, v" mu 
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OVERALL SATISFACTION 


TOP LEVEL MANAGEMENT 




SIZE 


SMALL 


Fig 3 Scif-actudlization need fulfilment as 
function of management level and size 
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small sizo organization (M = 41 60) lu perceived healthy for sclf- 
actualizotion nood -fulfilment than large size oiganization (M = 

59 85). The tow way interaction effect of management level and 
organizational eize reached significance level Pigure-S shows 
that the maximum self-actualization need -fulfilment v/as perceived 
by the top lovol managers in small size organization (M = 42 36) 
and minimum by the iow>,r level managers in large size organization 
(M == 36 91 ) 

Alienation and _P o_r 

Table “6 reveals that the main effects of bureaucracy and 
size significantly determined perception of alienation In high 
bureaucratic oiganizaLion (M = 4 34 ) alienation was perceived more 
by subjects in comparison to less bureaucratic organization (M = 

2 89) In largo size organization (M = 3 90) the alienation is 
perceived more by subjects than in small size organization (M = 

3.33). 

In case of power, the main effects of management level end 
bureaucracy reached significance level More power was perceived 
by the bop level managers (M - 4.63) than middle level (M = 3 96) 
and lower level managers (M = 3 72) Internal mean comparison 
shows that the difference between middle and lower level managers 
is not significant However, subjects perceived more power in low 
bureaucratic organization (M = 4.79) m comparison to high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 3 77) 



TAB1jE- 6 Saoniary of the .Analysis of Variance of Alienation and Po’ver 
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DISCUSSION 


Resuitb of the post -experimental questionnaire data reveal 
bhat experimental mam pulat ions of bureaucracy, management level and 
size are highly efiecbive Subjects of all experimental conditions 
followed the instructions completely 

The major finding of the study implicates the role of 

bureaucracy nn perceived need-satisfaction As discussed earlier? 
for each need, the lour aspects (existing, expected, importance and 
overall sabisfao bion) were measured and obtained data were analysed. 
Results clearly indicate that with an exception of security 
need, the buroauciacy factor significantly determines perceived 
satisfaction oC social, self-esteem, autonomy and self-actualizabion 
needs across dilfcrent aspects of need satisfaction Low bureau- 
cratic organization is perceived as a better source of need satis- 
faction (social, self-esteem, autonomy and self -actualization) in 
comparison to high bureaucratic organization 

In adda bion results reveal that high bureaucracy signifi 
cantly affects perceptions of alienation On the other hand, low 
bureaucratic orgamzabion makes the individual perceive himself 
powerful in the organization In low bureaucratic organization, 
perhaps the individual peiceives opportunities for change and 
innovation and bherefore, he feels less alienated and more powerful 
in comparison to high bureaucratic organization 

The effect of management levels is found to be significant 
only for higher level needs i e self-esteem, autonomy and 
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soir~actuali?'<a 1 j-i- 0 ii Results clearly reveals that loi satisfaction 

oi hiit?lier lovol needs, higher level of management position is fsci- 

litatnve Increasingly more satisfaction with self-esteem, autonomy 

and SGlf-actual3 zation needs is perceived by higher level managers 

in comparison to lower level managers This finding is quite in 

accordance with the hynothe&is of present study and findings of the 

earlier studies (4rgyri&, 1964 and Iiichtman and Hunt, 1971) Jago 

and Vroom (l977) hove rightly argued that participation and flexi- 

an 

bility in decision making increases with^ncrease in the management 
level This provides a feeling of self-esteem, autonomy and self- 
actual: 25ation 

The findings suggest that organizational size appears to 
be inversely related to perceived need satisfaction Subjects 
perceive small size organization as a source of greater satisfaction 
of security, social and bo some extent self-actualization needs i j. 
comparison to laigo size organization Furthermore, large size 
organization is perceived as providing more sell -esteem and alie 
nation than small s:ze organization A close look at the results 
suggests that size factor is most effective in determining the 
satisfaction of social need 

Cartwright and Zander (1968) have argued that the more 
aff illative opportunities are typically associated with small work 
group. Thus, duo to more opportunities for affiliation, in small 
size organization, subjects perceive more social need satisfaction 
in comparison to large size organization 
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Interac Lion erf ec Ls of size and bureaucracy are eignificanl: 
for perceived satisfaction of social need Small size and low 
bureaucratic organiaation is highly facilitative for social need 
satisfaction It seems bhat both factors function in additive 
manner (Figures 1 and 2) Perceived overal] satisfaction of self- 
actualization need is significantly determined by size and manage- 
ment level factors Figure 3 indicates that satisfaction of self- 
act uni iz at ion noed IS nob determined by vaiiation in organizational 
size in top-level management However, middle and lower level 
managers' perceived satisfaction of self -actualization need changes 
a groat deal with variation in size factor, v/ith significantly more 
satisfaction in small size than large size organization It is 
quite possible that for top level managers, size of organization 
may hardly matter. By virtue of their position, they have oppor- 
tunities for self -actualization but this opportunity is not avail 
able to middle and lower lovel managers 

Thus, the findings of tho study implicate foi the role of 
bureaucracy, size and management level in perceived need satisfac- 
tion, Undoubtedly, buronucracy factor has emerged as a strong 
determinant of noed satisfaction However, need satisfaction in 
organization is a complicated process and should not be understood 
in simplistic terms The significant main and interaction effects 
of all tho three variables suggest how different structural vari- 
ables of organization determine the need-satisfaction. 
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Sub.iocts 

Tho subjects wciv. undi^rgraduate students of tho Indian 
Institute of Technology, Kanpur One hundred and seventeen students 
participated in pre testing out of which thirty two subjects were 
selected ±oi actiial oxperimonb 

Pro -testing 

To measure authoritarianism ol subjects, P~scale (seo 
Appendix -P) wos administered on one hundred and seventeen under- 
graduates Several other investigatoi s in India have used the 
adopted form of P- scale (c g , Bhushan, 1969) m their researches 
An adopted form of P-scalc (Bhushan, 1969) was used in this study 
(Appondix-P) The split-half reliability coetficient of this scale 
was found to be i - 89, P c: 01 , for one hundred and seventeen 

pretested subjects 

On tho basis of scores on P-scale, two groups of subjects 
wore selected high authoritarian subjects had P-scores ranging 
from U6 to 189 (the tourth quartile range) and low authoritarian 
subjects had P scores ranging Irom 60 to 117 (the lirst quartile 
range). P-scorc moans of high and low authoritarian groups were 
151 38 and 98 75 lospcctively These two means differed signili- 
oantly P (1,^2) = 103.08, P<1 001) 

Design 

A 2 X 2 factorial design based upon two levels (high/low) 
of subjc'cts and two levels of organizational 


of authoritarianism 
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bu i eaUG ra L D G structure (high/low) was employed yielding four eyperi 
inentaT- conditions Out of 32 sub]ects, 16 subjects were high on 
authori barianism and 16 subjects were lov/ on authoritarianism 8 
subjects from each of the two groups v/ere put in the high and low 
bureaucratic organizations on a random basis 

Procedure 

Experiment was conducted individually on each subject 
When subjects reported for experiment, experimenter first gave him 
general instructions (Appendix-G) explaining to him how in modern 
life a man is Lied with different types of organizations Subject 
was also told how organizations of different sorts have prolifer- 
ated in our modern era to the point where much of our daily life in 
one way or another, is spent in organizational activity Subject 
was further told that as he approached the completion of his formal 
academic training, he would start thinking about his future plans 
He would face the problem of selecting an organization for his 
possible job, Frequently, he might be thanking about such organiz- 
ations even if ho had not formally joined one Climate, structure, 
administrative sot-up and facilities in different organizations 
vary. Subject was asked to road the description of an organization 
and put himself mentally m that organization, as if he was working 
in it. He was told in advance that after he had read the organiz- 
ational description, he would be asked to complete a brief question 
naire regarding his reactions 

After the above-mentioned general instructions had been 
given according to experimental design, subject was provided with 



60 


the description oi either a highly bureaucratic or a less bureaucra- 
tic organization Tho description of high/low bureaucratic organ- 
ization was based on the following characteristics of bureaucracy 
as dascussod oarlier in tho chapter of introduction the hierarchy 
of authority, existence of strict rules, technic al -c ompetenc e , rules 
regarding the functions and procedures and impersonal relationship etc 
( Appendix -H ^ jHg ) Subjects were asked to go through the descript- 

ions very carefully and then to complete the questionnaire intended 
to measuro dopendonb variables Each subject completed a post- 
experimental quus tionnaire before the experiment was terminated 
aftor debriefing. 

Dependent Measures 

The dopondent measures questionnaire included items to 

measure perceived need fulfilment, quality of work, productivity, 

job -satisfaction and alienation As described earlier in the 

Introduction Section, security, social, esteem, autonomy and self- 

aotualizatiou neods wore included in the questionnaire and three 

(Shnoider and Alderfer, 1973) 

items were soloclod irom Shneider's scale / for each need v/ibh 

a tobal oi fiitcon ibems (Appendix-l) In addition, ono item for 
each of thy other dependent measures was included in the questionn- 
aire All items oX the questionnaire wore on a 7 -point scale 
ranging from 1 (minimum) to 7 (maximum) 

Post-Experimental Questionnaire 

A post -experimental questionnaire was used as a check of 
the experiraontal manipulations It was used to measure the 
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ufrectivonoGS or mo true I ions regarding the hypothetical organis'e 
Lional situation, the subject's understanding of tht. instructions, 
and porceivod levels of bureaucracy (sc ^ Appcndix-J) The 

questionnaire included throe items on a 7 -point scale 
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RES ULTS 

SGpT.riLi. analysis of variance involving 2x2 factorial 
design was compubtd to determine tho effectiveness of tht- two 
independent variables (bureaucracy and authoritarianism) on each 
dependent moacuro. As mentioned in the Methodolog 5 ' Section, throe 
items were employed to measure each purceived need fulfilment The 
analysis of varianec was compuLed separately for each item (range = 

1 to 7) and also ior the total sum of the scores (range 3 to 21) of 
the three items included Xor the measurement of each need For 
other dependent variables such as productivity, quality of work, 
job satisfactDon and nliunation, similar analysis were done 

Checks of Experimen tal Manipulations 

Analysis of post-experimental questionnaire revealed the 
effectiveness of experimental manipulations Subjects of all exper- 
imental conditions confirmed that they were able to imagine them- 
selves as members in a hypothetical organizational situation (Mean 
Range = 5.25 to 5 62) Subjects also said that they followed tho 
instructions of the experimenter (Mean Range = 5.5 to 6.5). Experi- 
mental manipulrtion related to bureaucratic organizational structure 
was most effective. Subjects of high bureaucratic organizational 
structure (M = 5.69) perceived organizational description as signi- 
ficantly more bureaucratic than subjects of less bureaucratic 
organizational structure (M = 2 13, E (1,28) = 10 88, P .01 . 

Security Need 

Table-7 presents a summary of AROVA of perceived fulfilment 
of security need scores of each individual item as well as of the 



TJLBLE-7 Suimnaiy of Analysis of Variance Security l^eed 
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total scores based on the sum of the scores of the three xtems 
Results show thai on total scores, low authoratarran (M = 12 75) 
subjects shov'/cd oigiiific antly greater perceived satisfaction than 
high authoritaiian subjects (M = 10 50 ) For item - 1 of the 
effect of authoritarianism was found to be significant with more 
satisfaction mi low authoritarian subjects (M = 3 DO) than in high 
authoritarian subjects (M = 3 19) For item - 2 and 3 the low 
luthori tarian subjects showed a trend of perceiving more satisfac- 
tion ot socun ty need than high authoritarian subjects however these 
moan di Lfcronccc did not j?cach a significance level 

Tho effect of bureaucracy is found to be significant for 
item 1 In low buicaucratio organization (M = 4 06 ) the security 
need of subjects is perceived to be significantly more fulfilled 
than that of the subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 
3.65) For itom 2, it was found that significantly more perceived 
satisfaction existed in subjects of low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 4 13) than subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 

3 25) Ilowrvor, for item 3 the result is found to be in the reverse 
order. Perceived security need fulfilment is found to be signifi- 
cantly more in subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 4.43) 
in comparison to subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 
4,28). It seems that tho inconsistent results of the three items 
had a balancing effect leading to the insignificant effect of bure- 
aucracy on the total scores. 

Social Reed 

Tablo-8 is a summary of the analysis of variance of 
pore Give d fulfilment of social need scores oi each individual items 
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a& wol] ns oj? bh^, lota] scores based on the sun of scores of the 
three items Results rovoal that for total scores, subjects in lu\/ 
bureaucratic organization condition (M = 15 44) perceived the social 
need as signiCioancly raore fulfilled than subjects of high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 12 81) Por item 1 social need fulfilment 
IS perceived significantly more by subjects in low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 4.85) than high bureaucratic organization (M = 

3 91) Results of item 2 indicate significantly more satisfaction 
in subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 5 00) than in 
suhjecls of high bureaucratic organization (M = 4 44) In case of 
item 5 satisfaction by subjects in low bureaucracy (M =; 4 50) is 
found to be perceived significantly more than by subjects in high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 5 38) Thus, in Io'n bureaucratic 
organization condition subjects consistently perceived raore satisfa- 
ction than subjects of high bureaucratic organization condition llo 
mam effects related to authoritarianism and interaction effect 
reached a significance level for this dependent measure 

Estoem-Neod 

Tablo-9 presents the summary of ANOVA of perceived fulfil- 
ment of esteem need scores of each individual item as well as of the 
total scores based on the sum of scores of three items. Results 
show that in the total of the sum of scores of the three items, the 
mam effects of both factors i e., authoritarianism and bureaucracy 
are significant. High authoritarian subjects (M = 12.69) perceived 
signif icantly more esteem need satisfaction than low authoritarian 
subjects (M = 10.94). The mam effect of bureaucracy was found 
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significant with more perceived satisfaction by subjects of low 
bureaucratic organization (M = H 75) than subjects of high buioeu- 
crabic organizational condition (M = 8 88) 

For itcn 3 the esteem-need fulfilment is 

perceivxjd more by high authoritarian subjects (M = 4 13) than 
by low authoritarian subjects (M=3,44) and in item 2 the difference 
IS there in estoom need fulfilment between high (Li = 40?) and lew 
authoritarian subjects (M = 3 8 ) bub it did not roach significance 
level 

The i^ff-ct of bureaucracy is highly significant across ell 
bhe items In bho analysis of total of sum of the three items 
scores, signif icanbly high esteem-need satisfaction was perceived 
by the aubiocts in low bureaucratic organization (M = 14 75) bhan 
by subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 8 89) I’D! 
item 1 satisfaction of esteem-need was perceived significantly more 
by subjects in lov/ bureaucratic organization (M = 4 OO) than by 
subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 3 75) For item 2 
subjects in low bureaucratic organization (M = 4 44) perceived 
significantly mor*' estccL'i-nced fulfilment than subjects of high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 3 44) In case of item 3 subjects 
in low bureaucratic organization (M = 3 9l ) perceived esteem-noed 
fulfilment significantly more than subjects in high bureaucratic 
organization (M = 3.60) Thus, consistently in low bureaucratic 
organization csfccem-nced fulfilment is found to be more than bho 
high bureaucratic organization. Interaction effect drd not reach 
significance level. 
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Auton-omy Me ed 

Table 10 presents bhe summary of analysis of variance of 
perceived autonomy need fulfilment Results show that the mam 
effect of bureaucracy is found to be significant for three indivi 
dual items as well as for total scores based on sura of the three 
items The analysis of total scores of the sum of scores of the 
three items suggest that subjects of low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 15 94) poiceived significantly moie satisfaction of autonomy 
need in comparison bo subjects of high bureaucratic organization 
(M = 6 81 ) Por item 1 autonomy need fulfilment is perceived 
significantly moie by subjects in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 4.59) than by subjects in high bureaucratic organization (M = 

2 90) For item 2 autonomy need fulfilment is perceived signifi- 
cantly more by subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 4 56) 
than by subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M =2.94) In 
case of item j, bhe same trend was found Subjects of low bureau 
cratic organization (M = '1,69) perceived signif icantly more satis- 
faction of autonomy need than subjects of high bureaucratic 
organization (M = 3.60). 

For item 3 the interaction effect of these two factors 
reached significance level (Figure-4). The maximum cell mean is 
observed (Figure-4) in bhe gioup of low authoritarian and low 
bureaucratic organization condition (M = 6 00) and minimum cell 
mean is found in the group of lov/ authoritarian and high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 2 13) No main effect related to authori- 
tarianism was iound to be significant 



TAijuE-TO SuiQinary of Analysis of Yeriance .Autonomy Eeed 


70 





He 






* 



CO 

Q) 


V.O 

iP 

X — 



IP 

00 

VO 

1 

fn 


O 

to 

lA 


o 





o 






a:) 






r-i 


O 

tA 

^A 

LA 

cj 


u \ 



00 

H 

cn 




O 

f— 1 



T— 

A 

CH 



VO 

AJ 





VD 












t 

-k 




(M 

LA 

VO 




c-- 

00 

O 



pH 



4 

1 



o 

N— 

LA 








a 






CD 



tA 

O 

CO 

•P 




o 

A 

PI 

CO 


4 




u 
— 1 


VO 

00 

T— 




VO 






+ 





m 

s 

C\J 

cr\ 




CO 

VO 

CM 



Pi 


CNJ 

O 

1 

(M 



tA 



y 


K^ 

tA 

o 

cr\ 

p 


V— 

T— ' 

LA 

VD 

PI 

CO 



» 



1 

to 

LA 

o 

r— 




LA 





1 

* 





CO 


r— 



Pi 

tA 

o 

00 

1 


o 

lA 

o 





P 



a 






CD 






-P 


o 

lA 

tA 

o 

H 

C/3 

LA 






O 

LA 

O 





1 

r— 





T“ 


— 

00 



1 

a 



CM 



CO 






H 






a 






Cj 






rl 

P 



CO 



O 



CD 


l\J 

cd 



o 


ij» 

P 



in 


rl 

o 







fq 


o 


O 

03 

P 

CO 


xs 

0 


o 


p 

P 

w 









< 

fQ 

<1^ 

fq 




m 




O 

\j 

P4l 

* 


O 

\I 

P^l 

H 




BUREAUCRACY 


Fig 4 Autonomy need fulfilment as a function of 
authoritarianism and bureaucracy * 
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Self -Actualizat io n Nee d 

Tabic* 1 1 presents the summary of analysis of variance of 
self-actualization need. The effect of bureaucracy is found signi- 
ficant for each individual item as well as for the total scores 
The results of botal scores reveal that self -actualization need was 
perceived significantly more fulfilled by subjects of low bureaucr- 
atic organization (M = 15 13) than subjects of high bureaucratic 
organization (M ^ 6,56) The effect of bureaucracy is found to be 
significant for item 1 In low buieaucratic organization (M = 4.53) 
self-ac tualization need is perceived to be significantly more fulfi- 
lled by subjects (BI = 4 53 ) as against subjects in high bureaucratic 
organization (M = ? 54) For item 2, it was found that significantly 
more satisfaction existed in subjects of low bureaucratic organiza- 
tion (M = 4 10) than subjects of high bureauciatic organization (B'f = 

2 97) For item 3 also, it was found that subjects of low bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 4 38) perceived significantly more self- 
actualization need satisfaction than subjects of high bureaucratic 
organization (M = 2 69). 

The joint effect of bureaucracy and authoritarianism is 
also found to be significant for item 2 (Figure-5) The maximum 
cell mean (Figurb-5) is noticed in low authoritarian subjects under 
less bureaucratic organization (M = 5 00) and the minimum self- 
ac tualization need fulfilment is found to be in low authoritarian 
subjects under high bureaucratic organization (M = 1 88) No mam 
effect regarding authoritarianism was found to be significant. 
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Quality o f \ ^_qi^ 

Table- 12 presenbs the summary of analysis of yanance 
of (iuali by of work Eesults reveal that mam effect of bureau- 
cracy IS lound significant In low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 4 81 ) the quality of work was perceived significantly 
higher than the high bureaucratic organization (M = 3 94 ) 

The two-way interaction effect (Figure -6) of authoritarianism 
and bureaucracy was also found to be significant The high 
quality of work was perceived by the low authoritarian subjects 
under less buieauciatic organization (M = 4 88) and tho low 
quality of v/ork was perceived by the low authoritarian subjects 
in high bureaucratic organization condition (M = 3 25) 

Productivity 

Table- 12 presents summary of the analysis of variance 
of productiviby. Neither the majn effects of bureaucracy and 
authoritarianism nor their interaction were found to be signi- 
ficant 

Job -Satisfaction 

TablH-i2 presents the sumniarj of analysis of perceived 
job-satisfactn ori Tho main effect of bureaucracy is found to be 
significant Subjects perceived significantly more job-satisfactio»^ 



HABJjI. 12 S i iririftT y of Analysis of Variance Quality of V/ork, Proauctivity 

Job-satisfaccion and A.lienation 
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in low bureaucratic organizations (M = 5 19) than sub;]ects of high 
bureaucrabic organizations (M = 2.31 ) Other main effect related 
to authoritarianism was not found significant 

Alienation 

Tablc-12 presents the summary of analysis of variance of 
alienation It shows that the main effects of both authoritarianism 
and bureaucracy arc significant. Low authoritarian subjects (M = 

/] 25) perceived significantly more alienation than high authorita- 
rian subjects (M = 3 31). I^n high bureaucratic organization (M = 

4 75) the alienation is perceived significantly more by subjects 
than subjects oL low bureaucratic organization (M = 2 81 ) The 
two-way interaction did not reach significance level. 
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DISCUSSION 


The predominant finding ol the present study suggests that 
high bureaucratic structure of an organization is not conducive 
foi? satisfaction of such needs as security, social, self-esteem, 
autonomy and self -actualization With single exception of the 
results related to item 3 and total score of security need, subj- 
ects of low-buieauc ratio organizational condition perceived signi- 
ficantly more satisfaction of needs mentioned above than the 
subjects of high bureaucratic organizational condition. In case of 
item 3 of security need subjects perceived more satisfaction in 
high bureaucratic organization than the low bureaucratic organi 
zation This reverse finding of item 3 balanced the effect of item 

1 , 2 on total score of security need 

The job-satisfaction , perceived quality of work and alien- 
ation 16 also determined by organizational bureaucracy with perce- 
ived high quality of work, more job-satisfaction and low alienation 
in low bureaucratio organization than in high bureaucratic organ- 
ization 

The effect of subjects’ authoritarian disposition on 
dependent measures are not found to be as strong as of bureaucracy. 
However, some of tho significant findings implicate for the role of 
authoritarianism in perceived need-satisfaction. In case of 
security need low authoritarian subjects indicate more perceived 
satisfaction than high authoritarian subjects But the satisfac- 
tion of self-esteem need was perceived more by high authoritarians 
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than by low authoritarxanb The factor of authoritarianism did nox 
affect the satibfac Lion of other needs It seems that high authori- 
tarians duo to thoir insecure disposition perceived the security 
need satisfaction lesser than the low authoritarians At the same 
time, they (high authoritarians) do not like to perceive themselves 
loss prestigious v/hich is reflected by theDr perceived satisfaction 
of self-esteem need In addition, low authoritarians in comparison 
to high authoritarians were higher in perceived alienation 

The results also provide examples of significant inter- 
action between author] tarianism and bureaucracy Perceived satisfa- 
ction of autonomy noed item 3 is jointly determined by bureaucratic 
structure and subjects’ authoritarianism (Figure 4) The finding 
suggests that low authoritarians in comparison to high authoritariar - 
perceive more autonomy noed satisfaction in low bureaucratic organ™ 
ization On the contrary, high authoritarians in comparison to low 
authoritarians soem to perceive more satisfaction in high bureau- 
cratic organization. Results clearly imply that high bureaucratic 
structure seems to be conducive for need satisfaction of high 
authoritarian persons, A similar trend of interaction is found in 
case of self -actualization need item 2 also. 

Moreover, high and low authoritarians considered high-low 
bureaucracy differently for the quality of work Results indicate 
that high bureaucracy is seen favourable for high quality of work 
by high authoritarians but not by the low authoritarians (Figure 6) 
The results of this experiment once again support the 
hypothesis that bureaucracy hinders satisfaction of needs. High 
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bureaucratic organization is perceived negatively in terms of its 
role in need satisfaction In addition, the significant inter- 
actions of the two factors bureaucracy and authoritarianism furthei 
suggest that the degree and nature of dysfunctional aspect of 
bureaucracy is not universal Individual's personality character- 
istics also determine the perception of bureaucracy to some extent 
For example, as discussed above high and low authoritarians differed 
in their perception of bureaucracy for need satisfaction This 
suggests that aysfunctional chaiacter of bureaucracy is more 
effective on perception of low authoritarians than on high 
aut hontarians 
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General Discussion 

The main goal of the present experiments is to show the 
etfects of organizational bureaucracy, size, management level and 
authoritarianism on perceived need satisfaction As hypothesized 
earlier, the bindings of the present experiment clearly demonstrate 
that bureaucratic organizational structure and lower position in 
organizational haerarchy function negatively in need -satisfaction 
Small size orgainzation is perceived to be more conducive for need 
satisfactaon Lhan largo size organization ITeed satisfaction is 
partly a function of Iho individual's authoritarianism Signifi- 
cant interaction effects further demonstrate that need satisfaction 
can bo approp eiabely understood when the combined effects of 
dnfferent factors are considered In both experiments, the 
findings related bo security need are ambiguous It has been 
argued that high bureaucracy provides security provided one is 
ready to follow rules and the set code of conduct In case one is 
not sure about h3 s adherence to rules, he may find himself in an 
insecure situabion. Such a situation will cause a feeling of 
insecurity in high bureaucratic organisations On the other hand, 
low buieaucraoy may bocoms a source of insecurity duo to flexibi- 
lity in overall functioning of the organization This contention 
is further supported by Crozier (1964) 

Organizational effectiveness ultimately rests on the 
cjuestion of how successful an organization has been in attaining 
its stated obDOCtives Success of an organization partly depends 
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upon mofcivco and goals satisfaction of individual members of 
organizations Most employees have fairly specific notions about 
what they want fiom their jobs Such notions may include receiving 
a certain salary incroasc or promotion, having a challenging 30 b, 
making new fris^nds, and so forth In fact, the very act of going 
to work has often been conceptualized in terms of an exchange 
relationshu p in vvhich individuals contribute their energies towards 
orgam zational goal attainment in exchange for the receipt of 
certain outcomes from the organization that facilitate goal 
attainment. In other words, individuals will be inclined to parti- 
cipate in organizational activities only to the extent that they 
see their rewards (inducement to work) as being c oraiaensurat e with 
their efforts (contributions). Thus, personal motives and goals at 
work become important variables in understanding human behaviour 
and organizational performance. This theoretical approach has been 
well described by Steers (1977) From this theoretical perspective 
the findings of bh*- present study seem to bo very significant 
This shows deep implications of dysfunctions which are produced by 
organizational bureaucratic structure Actually, bureaucracy, in 
a way, does nob only hinder satisfaction of needs, but it's 
dysfunctional consoquonces are bound to show their effects on 
organizational performance Thus, for both organizational effect- 
iveness and individual's satisfaction, it is important to minimize 
dysfunctional effects of bureaucracy The findings support the 
contention of earlier investigators conducted in real setting 
(Argyris, 1957, Orozior, 1964, Gouldner, 1954, 1955, Ivancevich, 
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Szilagyi, Jr j and Wallaco, Jr , 1977a5 1977b, Schein and G-roinar, 
1977 ) that rxgnd bureaucratic set-ups should be hunanizcd to 
provide more satisfaction, autonomy and self -actualization of 
individuals . 

As discussed earlier, the findings implicate the role of 
management level, organizational size and authoritarianism in noed 
satisiaction of individuals This clearly indicates that individual 
need satisfaction is not simplistic and dependent on a particular 
charac toiistic ol organizational structure. Feed satisfaction, 
therefore, should bo undei stood as a complex phenomena in organi- 
zational setting involving structural as well as individual 
variables . 

Jt 10 qu 3 be likely that some criticisms will be put 
forward rt-gardung present experiments First, one can easily doubt 
external validity of the findings based on laboratory research, 
Vroom (1968) ha^ rightly argued for the unique advantages of 
experimental luothods in the development of scientific knowledge 
The long tradition of laboratory experiments in social psychology 
make it understandable that social psychologists should seek to 
understand the behaviour of complex systems of bringing them into 
the laboratoiy for exama nation under controlled conditions It is 
possible to creato in tho laboratory, at least, in their simplest 
and most olementry forms, the basic properties of organization 
It can be arguod omphabically bhat organization and personaliby 
variables can be manipulated and varied systematically in 
oxporimental studios 
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Secondly, one may question the purpose of having two 
separate expcumonts instead of one having a design of2x3x2x2 
In sciontiiio enquiry one research leads to another In the firct 
experiment, wo examined effects of structural variables on need 
satisfaction I b is realized that the effect of personality 
variable such as authoritarianisn and its interaction with bureau- 
cracy will be highly relevant for our understanding of need satis- 
faction in organiaatiunal setting. Therefore, two separate experi- 
ments are reported and linkages in findings are shown 

Thirdly, ono cah question variation in response measures 
across two sbudico In a way, bhis has becomo the strength of this 
report Although need fulfilment obviously could be measured in a 
number of different ways, two dependent measures questionnaires 
used in the two experiments provide some degree of generality to 
bhe findings across two response measures 
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Appendix - A 


General Instructions 


By all accounts, much of the life of modern man has 
increasingly come under the domination of large or small organiza- 
tions Organizations oi all sorts — business, governmental, 
educational and social have proliferated in our modern era to the 
point whore much of our daily life, one way or another, is spent 
in organizational activity. 

As you ap])Xoach the completion of your formal academic 
tra:ining, Jicqucntly you start thinking about such organizations 
even if you have not formally joined Environment, structure, 
administrat Lvo sot-up and iacilities in different organizations 
vary . 

IIgio is a description of different organizations which 
will give you the idoa ol its structure, size and your possible 
position in the organizational hierarchy Please assume that you 
aro the ompioyoo oi these organizations Organization has a 
numhor oi chai\ic tcrJstics At present we are interested mainly in 
two charac boiistics oI the organization i e , its structure and 
sizG. Our objective is to know your reactions to these character- 
istics. You will bo asked to complete a questionnaire supposing 
what will ho your reaction to them when you are in a particular 
posit jou in the hierarchy of organization We urge you to 



97 


read the description vejy carc-fully and please give your responses 
keeping al] throe things, structure, size and your (supposed) 
position in organizational hieiarchy in mind We will piesent to 
you several such organizational desciiptions and you will he 
required to respond for each one 

Please feel Tree to ask any question for a clear under- 
;a 
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Appenduc - B| 

IlatiaiSicmGnt Tjevol liescription-l 

AHinoTt every organization needs managers and administrators 
bo maintain itself This management is needed at the different 
levels ol oiganiaations and it forrns^ierarchy of authority The 
powei , piostigo, status, opportunities and amenities vary according 
to the ]) 0 sjtL 0 n in the ojganizatioiial hierarchy Generally power, 
pioatigo, status, previleges, opportunities and amenities go on 
dec I easing J rom higher management level of organizational hierarchy 
to lower level. Thus, managers at the top of the hierarchy are the 
most piivologod people, next, the managers at the middle level and 
lastly, the mcinagors at the lower level In this experiment, you 
will he placed m a particular position on this hieraichy 

Now 1 w ould like vou bo believe that y o u belong to _.: ^ 
top level of monagemont of the or ganizations to be descri ^ ^ 

Ploaso be vory particular about your position when you 
aie road3nf\ tho dose rip t ion oi tho organization and when you are 


completing tho qucstionnaiic. 
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Appendix - 

Level B o sc npt io n 3 

Almost every organization needs managers and administrators 

to niaintann itself ThDs management is needed at the different 

a 

levels oJ oiganizations and it forms^hiorarchy of authority The 
power, pjestigo, status, opportunities and amenities vary according 
to tho position ill tho organizational hierarchy Generally, power, 
prosti^’,o, sLatuj, previlogcs, opportunities and amenities go on 
decruasLUg iiom higher management level of organizational hierarchy 
to lower lovol. Thus, managers at the top of the hierarchy are the 
most privologod people, next, the managers at the middle level and 
lastly, llio monagers at the lower level In this experiment, you 
wn]3 bo plaood in a particular position on this hieiarchy 

How 1. w ould like you to believe that you belong to the 
lower level o L managomen t of the organizations to be described ^ 

B]i xso be very particular about your position when you 
ai 0 Toadivv’; tho duncx’lption of tho organization and when you are 
oomplotJng any gucd bionnairo . 
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Appeiidix - G ^ 

Oxfignizalxon DL S cription-l 

Thxs oif^an:! aataon has a rigid set of lules and norms which 
3s laid down and you aio expected bo conform to it and to act within 
the limits oi Iho :mposed framowoik 

Tho managing d^ioctor or members of the board or 30b 
oxocutivoo aio 1 ikoiy to communicate with employees only through 
ostablibhod oil nine Ic. Overall climate will be of formal type fhe 
organization d incouragos pcisonal relations and informal relation- 
nhjp amt -it tot lows 00 1 and rigid piocodures for hiring (selecting) 
and Xirjng (air.missdng) omploycos. 

't'ho organiaation docs not consider even exceptional cases 
ol individual iiieut The 30t)& oX administrator and technical staff 
aro acGUio unLoss they violate specific regulations regarding thoir 
job purioimuicu. Thu maintenance of an orgoniaational norms and 
tnlus booojiiou tliu main criterion oX success. Employees are not 
fluppooud to dovjnto from established norms, rules and policies 

A Uxod salary eoalc is followed by the organization and 
no considuration is mado while deciding where on this scale, the 
new hand is to be placed. 

EtioU oi«iilnyi,o at tho orgaiuzation (oxoept the top most 
authority) ta dirootly rcsponatblo to someone higher in authority 
Thoro la oompioto hierarohy of authority in tho organisation. 
Organiaatlon duponas much more on tho “linos o£ oonmand'' 
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S- L'SO Tnluir'C bion network of an organization is alv'f^s patterned 
bo some cxbonb by tlio size of tho group By using the criterion ot 
intoractaon possibilities, one can distinguish organizations as 
small and largo Each has distinctive characteristics 

Largo Size This organization has around 4000 to 5000 people 
The oiganization is too large to permit the development of all 
possible pall le lationships among members The managers and 
administa aboc vjiil have a larg( number of people to control and 
monvige but they will not have direct control over all of them 
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Appendix “ 0^ 

Orpjam zat xon Do5CiiptiQn-2 


Jn this orgj animat ion particular norms and rulus are 
reGomrtiGndcd j but you ere Iree to depart from it, or modify it 
according to noed There is a possibility of constant improvement 
and change bo moe t the new demnds 

iho managing diiuctor or members of the board or executives 
Goiiimumcabo pcioonaliy with omployocs about official matters Over- 
all climi,iLo would bo of inionnel type The organization does 
enoouiago personal relations and informal relationship 

The piocoduro for hiring (selecting) and firing (dismissing) 
omploycos tuo flexible The organization always considers the 
individual's morit. Admini&t rotors rnd technical staff may be fired 
for loasons other than job incompetence 

No established policies arc followed and it is the need of 
the houi or tlio issue in hand which influences the decisions made 
by the admlnia tiators They have freedom to adopt innovative 
methods to solvo tho pioblcm 

fitarting salaries and conditions of employment are not 
tixed but aro open to modification depending on the qualifications 
and cxporionooci etc , of tho new hand Lines of authority and 
hierarchy are not rigidly laid out in this organization Members 
of tho organization do onjoy flexibility 
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Size Intejcaotion network or an organization is always patterned 
to some extent by the size of the group By using the criterion of 
inteiaction poos: bilities, one con distinguish oiganizations as 
small and la: ge jJach has distinctive characteristics 

Large Sizo This organization has around 4000 to 5000 people 
The organ: zation is too large to permit the development of all 
possible pair lelationships among members The managers and admm- 
isbratois will have a large number of people to control and manage 
but they w:ll not have direct control over all of them 
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Appcndir ” 

Orgjanization Description-3 

This organization has a rigid set o± rules and norms which 
IS laid down and you aie expected to conloim to it and to act with- 
in the linuis of the imposed framework 

Tho managing director or members of the board or job 
executives aic ljl>’ly to communicate with employees only through 
established channels Overall climate will be of formal type Tin 
organization discouiages personal relations and informal relation- 
ship and nt follows set and rigid procedures for hiring (selecting) 
and [umg (dismissing) employees 

The 01 n,anizaiion does not considei even exceptional cases 
of individual merit The jobs of administratoi and technical staff 
arc aoGurc unless they violate specific regulations regarding then 
job performance. Tho maintenance of an organizational norms and 
xulos becomos the main cn tenon of success Employees are not 
eupposod to deviate from established norms, rules and policies 

A Xixud salary scale 1*3 followed by the organization and. 
no considoiation is made while deciding where on this scale, the 
now hand is to be placed 

Each employee of the organization (except the top most 
authority) is directly responsible to someone higher in authority 
There is complete hierarchy of authority in the organization 
Organizatjon depends much more on the "lines of command" 
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TnLe lac tion networlc oj? an organized group is always 
pattcrnod to some extent 6y the size of the group By using the 
cn tenon of anlcrac tion possibilities, one can distinguish organ- 
izations as small and laige Bach has distinctive characteristics 

Small Size fhjs organization has around 500 people In this 
oiganization membois get opportunity to int^raot in pair relation- 
ship and knov/ oach-other individually The managers or adminis- 
trators will have vory lev-; }jeoplG to cjntiul and inllucnce but 
they will have cUroct conbiol on then 
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Appendix - 0^ 

Or,”:aiiigation. DesGripiion--4 

In bins organization particular nomc. and rules are 
rocommendod , but you aro Tree to depart fiom it, or modify it 
according to ncod There is a possibility of constanb improvement 
and changG Lo moot the now demands. 

The nifinaging diroc toj or members of the boaid or 
oxocutivGH coiimiunicabo poisonally ws Lh employees about official 
mabtcis Ovciall clLinafce would be of informal type The organi- 
zation doGO oncouiago personal lolations and informal lelationship 
The pioocduie for hiring (selecting) and firing (dismis- 
sing) ompJoyGOS aro ilexiblo The organization always considers 
the individual' a merit Administiators and technical staff may be 
firod lor K^asous othci than job incompctenoe No established 
policies aro J onowed and oi is tho need of the hour or the issue 
in hand whach infiuoncos the decisions made by the administrators 
Thoy have ficodoni Lo adopt innovative methods bo solve the problem 
b barling salaries and conditions ot employment are not 
fixed but aro open bo modirication depending on the qualifications 
and oxpcrunco obc, of the now hand lines of authority and 
hierarchy are not rigidly laid out in this organization Members 
of tho organization do enjoy flexibility . 
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Sj zo UnLcjaction network of an organized group is always 
pattoinod Lo some extont by the size ol the group By using the 
criteiiou ol inLoraction possibilibies, one can distinguish organ- 
izations as small and large Each has distinctive characteristics 

Small Size 'J'his organization has around 500 people In this 
organization members get opportunity to interact in pair relation- 
ship and know each-other individually The managers or adrainis- 
tTcitor will hci.vc very low people to control and influence but the;j< 
wi-ll have diicct control on thorn 
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Appendix ~ B 
R ooponse-Quesbionnaire 

Serial Wo 

Eypt G-roup 

following Will be listed several characteristics or 


qualities comiocted with your management position and organisation 


For 

oach 

such ohciiacteiastic , you will be 

asked 

to 

give 

three 

ratings 






(1) 

The 

reeling oT security in this organization 




(a) 

How much IS there now*? 

(raimmum) l 2 i 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How much should there be*^ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(o ) 

How important is this to me*^ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(2) 

The 

opportunity to develop close friendships 




(a) 

How much is there now*^ 

(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How niuch should there be*^ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(c) 

IIow important is this to me’ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

ii) 

The 

fooling ol seK-ostoem a person 

gets from 

being in this 


organization « 






(a) 

IIow much IS there now*^ 

(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How much should there be*’ 
(minimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(c) 

How important is this to me*’ 
(minimujj) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 
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(4) Tho picsbx{!;o of* my maiiagemt tit position ontsido the organization 
(that is j tho 1 ogaTd locoivcd from others not in the organiz— 
nti on) 

(a) How much is there now*? 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How iiiuch should there be*? 

(mimmuin) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maxunum) 

(c ) II ov/ important is this to mo'^ 

(minuiiuin) I 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(5) Tho oppoi CuniLy to gave help bo other pjople 

(a) How muoh is there now*'-^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How jiiuch should there bo*^ 

(min j mum) I 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c) How important is this to me’ 

(min: mum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(6) Thu p: Ob Luge of my management position inside the organization 
(that 10, the regard received from others in the organization) 

(a) How much is there now’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How muoh should Lhoro be’ 

(nommum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How irapoitant js thLo to mo’ 

(mniLmum) 1 2^ 4 5 6 ? (maximum) 

(7) Tho authority connected with my managomonb position 

(a) How much :s there now’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there bo’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 


(c) How important :3 this to mo’ 
(minimum) 12 3 4 


567 (maximum) 
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( 8 ) Tho oppoiLuiiity lor personal growth and development 



(a) 

HoV'i much IS there now*? 

( min j mum) '234 

5 

6 7 

( maximum ) 


(b) 

How much should there bo*? 
(minimum) 1 2 3 4 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 


(c ) 

How important is this to me*? 
(minimum) 1 2 p 4 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 

(9; 

Tho 

posn 

fooling oi worthwhile accompli shment 
tion 

in rpy management 


(a) 

flow much IS tliGic now*? 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

TIo\/ much should ther.. bo*" 
(minunum) 12 3 /) 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 


(c ) 

flow important is this to mo*? 
(minimum) 1 2 3 4 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 

( 10 ) 

The 

opportunity lor paiticipation 

in the 

setting 

of goals 


(a) 

How much is there now*? 
(mLiiiinum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 7 

(maximum ) 


(b) 

How much should there be*? 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 


(c) 

How important 10 this to mu'? 
(miiiLmuin) 12 3 4 

5 

6 7 

(maximum) 

( 11 ) 

Thu 

Joolinp; oX oulJ-tulfilmont a person j 

gets from being in ray 


man ag union I po'^, itnon (that is, bhe fooling of being able to use 


one's own unique capabilitaos, realizing one's potontialitiee) , 

(a) How much is there now*^ 

(niiniinum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should thoro be*^ 

(mjnimum) 1 2 3 <1 5 6 7 (mao?iniam) 

(c) How important ns this to me*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 
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(12) Tho oppoitunily ioi participation in the determination of 
nolhodL. and piocoduioa 

(a) How lauoli la bheic now’ 

(mil 13 mum) I 2 3 4 5 6 ? (narimum) 

(b) How iiiuch shouHd there be*^ 

(rnunimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How important is this tu me’ 

(minuium) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

( 13 ) d'ho nppoitumby Cor indepondcnt thought and action in this 
oi{';iun".ation 

(a) Hov/ miK'li is thoio now’ 

(I'uriiittuKi) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should thcio be" 

(mi m mum) 1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c) How iraporLnnb is this to mo’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximuiii) 

(14) Tn such on 1 will fool alienated. 


Voiy h w’h , 
I b 


Neutral 

- 


Very low 
2 1 


(15) ] will have Uio sense of power in this organization 


Vary hip.h 
7 C> 


Neutral 

f 


Very low 
2 1 
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Appendix - E 

Pos b-Experimontal Questionnaire 


1. What IS youi perccpLion oi the organizational straoture’ 
Highly Buroaucralic Neutral 


8 


Won- 

Bureaucrat 1 C 


3 


1 


2. What ifa youi pcrcoptnon of tho size of this organization*? 
-1 haigo 
-2 Giiiail 


3, Hid you loilow tho insbruotions'? 

Oomplololy Neutral Not at all 

_7 6 5 4 2 2 1 _ 

4 What wan your position in the hierarchy of management*? 

( a ) T op Lio nagomont p o sa t n on , 

(b) MjcldJo iiinnagomunt position 
(o) riowor iaanngoinunt position. 
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OirGction 


Tho pUTpOQG ot this survcy/tcst xs to study attitudes and 
opinion of poopTo towaids many problcins such as social, religious, 
oducatioiml and wrxi . Ian Led bolow aro a number of statements 
conooj-’nlng blit so piobloino, Ono can agroc or disagree with the 
Dbabomt'nbs you xoad each staboment carefully and decide your 
pouLtJon ou tho QCalo given below You should write the scale 
sooro on tho ioXb side oi tho stabciient in the margin 


Slightly agree 

. +1 

Slightly disagree 

-1 

Agree 

. , 12 

Disagree 

-2 

Strongly agre.. 

13 

Strongly disagree 

-3 


for oxamp]o, af you arc in strong agreoraont with a statement then 
please wtibo on the loft oido (placo given) of that statement 
If you aro in ubrong dioagiuomcnb with bho statement bhen write 
-3 on tho lolb uJdo (plnco givon) oL the sbatomont 

rioaoo bo o\uo bhab you have understood our instructions, 
Thoro fa noth bug 'r'lght or wrong when you are responding on 

thoso itoma 

1 Obodlonco and rospect Coi authority arc tho most important 

virbuoFj chfldron should learn, 

2 , woolaiess or difficulty can hold you bade if you are 
honoab and sincere. 
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b . 



H 


y 


10 . 

12 


15 . 

M. 


, 15 . 


16 , 


17. 


Pooplc* onoiild considoratxon to new ideas even if 

thobo Jdcao conLLict with the Indian way of life 

Oci 0110 0 luib its place, but there are iiany important things 
Lhal can novoi possibly bo understood by the human mind 

Human nature bo mg what at is, there will always be war 
and ooaLlict 


J'lvciy poison should havo complete faith in some supernatu- 
itil powoi whoso decisions oe obeys without q.uestion 

When a person lins a problem or worry, it is best for him 
not to thinlc about it, but to keep busy with more cheerful 
things 

Thu finding!. oJ sciunco way some day shov/ that many of our 
iiio‘’t oht'iaghod bollcITs arc wrong 

A ])orfJon V(fho has bad mannv^r, habits, and breeding can 
hardly expoc b to bo liked and accepted by docent people, 

hex crimo, such as rape and attacks on children, are signs 
oL mental jllnoss, such people belong in hospitals rathor 
than in prison. 

home pt'oplo aiG bom with an urge to jump from high places 

Nowadays when so many diiroiont kinds of people move around 
and mix toguth< r so much, a pirson has to protect himself 
0 spool ally carolully against catching an infection or 
d LG oaG u Tr om thorn . 


An insult to honour should always be punished 

You may disliku a person vory much, but the chances are 
that 1 1 you got to know hira well you will have more 
rospoct J 01 him. 

Young people soniotiiiios got rebellious they 

up thoy* ought* to got over thoKi and sot 

To ovoroomo lawlessness and to maintain law and 
m the country, il i. essential for the government to take 
severe action against rebellious elements. 

What this country needs most, more than ^ leadSs^^ 

piograns, is a few coumgoous, tireless, devoted leaders 

in whom l.ho people can put their faith. 



116 


18 

19 


10 . 


21 . 


22 . 




24 . 




26 


?( 


Al . 


29 . 

.30 

31 . 


32 . 


uu3\ C3imiri4iJ‘=j L.iich tho^.o who rape and attack ohxldren, 
(.Umojvc inoio blifn more impri&onment such criminals ought 


— — ^ •X- K-(» 11^ 

Lo 1)0 ])ublicly whipped, or worso 


I oopLo can bo divided, into two distinct classes, the wealc 
and the sbong ’ 


There J ) haidiy anything lower than a person who does not 
tool love, gratitude, and respect for his parents 

Someday it will piobably be shown that a astrology can 
explain a lot oI things. 

In tho long lun at is bottoj lor our country il young 
pc^oplo cue allowed a gicat dual ol personal freedom and 
mo not MbiictJy disc i planed. 

Wuwad«c,vs moio and nioio poopio arc prying into matters that 
nlioul d tuniaan poisoiial and private 

Warn and oucitiL tioublc r.viy someday be ended by an earth- 
(iuako Of flood that will dcotroy the whole world. 

Most c^r oui .100 lal problems would bo solved if we could 
ouinohow got 1 Ld of tho unmoral, crooked and feebleminded 
poopllc , 

Tho wild sox Ijfo oL tho old bimo was tame compared to 
uomo of the goings-on an this country, oven in places where 
pooi)3o might 3oaab oxpcct it 

Ft pc'oplc would not waste fcirio an Cutile thinking and 
woikid noil', ovc'rybody would bo hotter off. 

Moot p 'oplo dc) not roalizu how much of our lives aro 
control U’d by plots hatched an socroL places 

Homo joxiinJi £. are hardly bettor than criminals and ought to 
bo oovoioly punished. 

The bus ino'jSHcin and th^.. manufacturoi are much more impor- 
tant to society than, tho artist ana tho professor. 

Cf it wore not dor tho rebellious ideas of youth there 
Would bo loos piogiess an tho world 

No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of hurting 
a close friend or relative. 


.33, Jj'ariiliardty broods contempt, 

,34. Nobody has over Lcaxnt or achieved anything really irapor 
tant without having oncountored any difficulties 
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Appendix d 
CTUiioiaX Ene IruotiQtis 

By all lOoautiLu, lauch oJ the life of modern nan has 

difiorent 

incio.is:in{^,ly come undej' fcho doimnibion of ^ organizations 
Orgoina ''iat 1 on' l. [ nil oorts — business, governnental , educational, 
soc 3 cil — have pioiiluialod in oui modorn ora to the point where 
much oP ovu d.'iLy !\U', one way oi aiiotVici, Jo spenb in organiza- 
tional aotivibv 

A.e ytni ap ]>3 oach tho coinpltbiun of your formal academic 
blaming, yoii ‘.Liib bh inking about your future plans You face tho 
piobloin oi -oht bing xn oiganizabion for your possiblo job 

l''ixqnuubly, nuinv oJ us starb thinking about such organi- 
aationa ovt>n 1( wo have nob Ionii,i]ly joined one Climate, 
struebure, adin ini nbx'abi vo oob-up and Encilitios in different 
oiganizabi ono vary. Tho Lola owing i-' a description oP a few 
rharoo boii'ibJon ol an oj gam zat i<nx. V/c urgv-' you bo read this 
doiJonpl''^'U cnuMully Am a watbor oi iacb, wg would like that 
you pub youu.oU menba3 ly m this organization and think how you 
would uhI n'j a moinbor of this organization Aitor you have read 
this dobcrlpt I on oaroiui3y, you will bo asked to complete a brief 
quciQ bi ouna 1 1 u rogaxding your loacbions. 
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Appondiv - 
Oi.,'\an3 -'igtion-l 

'LHu > ion hn<3 n I'jgad si.t ol rules and norms which 

IS laid down md you a] o Gxpec bod bo conform to it and act within 
the limibo oL bho impobod tiamoworlc 

Tlu iiianayihif: director or noiiibeis ol the board oi job 
cxecutivos ,ue lilcoly be* oorm lumcM be with you (and other employees) 
only bhioiiiyh t, ^ b ibl i .hod (hnnnoTo Ovoiall climabo will be of 
[oiiiiaL by})i’ 'I'liiM oi^>:anL. ab I on lacks infoiLial relationship and 
acbiVJbLou ni.ioiv vu)3koK). 'I'ho ojgainzation does discourage personal 
1 slab 1 one 

TUo oumpiiny oi Jaim LoUovva fov.b and rigid procedures for 
haling (holoobJng) and Jjung (dJ om Losing) workers and applies them 
withoub di, jCj mi in. I bing in ai] cayoo. This organisation does not 
cunandoi ovon oxcopbLonuL cuioos ol individual merit. 

T)iO jobs ol ,\driim i sbiabors and beohnical staff are secure 
unlou.i Lhoy vlnlnbu *d)OCLrio roguLabi-ona regarding their job- 
povtoiiuauco, Tlini nia^ntonanco of an organizational noims and rules 

beconioo tLvo muiu ciitciion. ol auocoss. 

Motnbi 1 ohod nonno and ])0li03 0a are followed by administra- 

toi8 in malciiip doQJOiuns. Kiuployoos arc not supposed to devia 
from cstablishod norms, tulos and polloacs 
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K'icl\ oinpluj't.'u oi Uio orgamzaLion \s directly responsible 
to Lio)ioon<' hL'.Uui in authority IDhoro is complete hierarchy of 
nuthojity in I ho oiganiaaLiou 

A I ucd 'ini.uy soalo roilowcd by Ihc organization and 
no cornidc inLion i . in ido while decidJiiA whuio on this scale, the 
now liuid r. Lo ho placed. 
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Appendix - 

111 till . oJ'/i:arii'j,iLion a patbjcular noim is reconuaended, but 
you Hio lioo Lo dopurt Liom iL, oi iiiodiiy it 

't'hc Diaua,'^, uip djiocbor oi mcmbeio oi the board or executive 
arc dike 1,7 bo o omnium calc poisonally 'With you (and other employee) 
abouL bu‘nrK'>'T iiiaUov. Ovoiall climate woudd be of informal type 
Tlui. O] ,f,aui /.n L I (111 lino inicumal lolal Lon&hipo and activities among 
workojo 'I’lu' 01 , ,aiimali ou doon nol diocoiiiage personal relations 

'ruo iuoooauu' ( o\ hLjing (ucdccting) and Liring (dismissing) 
woikcto me (U'xiblu 'i'ho oiganissabion always consideis the indivi- 
dual luori t. Till' i nd I viduii human aopecL is always considered as 
imjiorbaiit* Adiiiiii lo b i aboj 1.^ and lochnical staif may be fired for 
icasons obhoi bhau job-incompctonce 

do O' biblialacd iiolicios aio Lollowed and it is the need of 
bho hour, or bho i uiuo on hand which influonces the decisions made 
by blic ndinininbiaboin. They have freedom bo adopt innovative 

mobliodn bo 'tolvo bho ]nob3om. 

l-UkU employou o( bho oi gam '< 4 atl on expected to have the 

ovoi’uU wollaxo oT tha oyjbom ab hoait and no clear lines of 

authority mo laid oub. 

htarbuig balanoQ and condibions of employment are not 
Cxxod bub tvxc open bo modiCication doponding on tho qualifications 
and uxperJ onoo otc* oi tho now hand* 
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Append LX - i 
Dupc'n d onl Moagure Beale 

You htivi' jU'-iL load the do‘jcription of an organization 
You arc 3 ocpioE) lo lospond on LUo Pollowing items to record your 
reac Uonc. 

1 , L wilJ have a i oui in,*', oi bo mg lolaxed in this organization 


'VoL.v hif’.U 
Y b 


Nout igl 
4 


2 , 1 Will I'tH'l c'uint 01 tabic in this organisation. 


Very lugji 

•r ' (T 


Neutral 

4 


Very low 

2 1 


3 Tn bill') 01 gmi 1 Ufiti on 1 will rool secure 


Voiy hi/dv 

/ "IT 


Mou tiaJ 

f 


Very low 

2 1 


/] , 'J'hiu will bo an organization whuie T would be liked by others 


Very li Kdi 
7 0 


Neu tral 

"’/I 


Very low 
2 1 


5. C tool tluit J will be accepted by others in this organization, 


Noubrol 


Very low 
2 1 


6 , 1 tool tliat thoiu \/il 3 be opportunity to work with friedly 

people . 


Neutral 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


7 . In blu G organization r fool that iriy skills will be respected 


Neutral 

4 


Very low 
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8 1 (t'ul Uni lu mi ot{miiiml lun I ikr this my accomplishmeut 

wjll bv' in’o^^uiu'cl, 

Vrry N ouU a3 Very low 

7 ‘“h " ^ ^ ^ ^ 

9, I C'ocl Hill. boLii'^ in lln.3 (U,>;an3'ialJ0ii, will give mo prestige 

Vi l y b i glL Weuli'^gl 'Very low 

7 t> ' 5 4 3 2 1 

10, in an oi g.ina iialxun like Lhia L wall have opportunity for parti- 
cap iliou Jix gOiiJ - jv ll Lng and doi mang the pioblem to be vmrked 
on 


Vm-. y ) U/’li _ 

( b 


N oulial 

/! 


Very low 
2 1 


1, I loud lha I ju llu' oigiiur/.Lvli.ou, 1 can bo independonb . 


Vci.y Ivwi U , 
7 (I 


Icul i al 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


12. Thtu will bo an ojvmn i Knb i on whore T wall have a lot of oppor- 
lunily 1 01 ' indopondcnt Ihoughb and aolaon 


Very Ji i 
( ‘ " b 


Nuuljg] 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


1*3. T Jooi Llii!. ojgnui/.alaun wan provide opportunity for personal 
gi ow lU and (kvelopinont. 


Vaiy hijd! 

7 0 


Nonlr a3 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


14. I Ik'Lu'Vc 1 w1 I I got a Joollng oJ sol i-rulfilment from being 
an Muoh iui uigaiiLj-ialioii. 


Very l il/di 

7 T) 


Meulrg l 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


15. This uiganLisaliQ'n wall U a iilaco where I can bo creative and 
roall!<5e my potent laia laeo 


.XhIX, 


Neutral 

4 


16, In bhiD urganiaalion quality of work wall be 


Neutral 

4 


Very low 
2 1 


Very low 

1 T 
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lY 


1H. 


10 . 


'I'lu' oifdiii ilion pt o(lu(' I, IV I Ly will bo 

Vt, jy lii{.';U Ni. \i In a1 Vory low 

7 0 -1 5 2 I 

.1ob-‘!iiL I M I .!<' 1 . 1 ou will bo 

Voiy hi/’.h NouUal Very low 

“ 7 ^ C 3 2 1 

In Mioli ill ion I will Jool nlionnlod 

7Lj.y lni'’:h ill u Uni Vory low 

7 “ " 3 2 1 



A])j>i'a(i 1 \ 


J 


I’o I I'. \J>01 JIJIU'uJmI I . I J Uliu I I u 


Wo Vv'iuiltl 1 ilu' 1.0 'lU'Wi't Uio lol lowin'', quoutloni^ 

to Ilu {' potinuoiL 


1, A1 Loi lOoUin, Liu itc u i ijiLioii ol Llio oi,>aui 'iiiLjuii did you put 
yoiii'H'll iiKiitally ui mu h an ojf‘,tiui nL ion and Hunk how you 
would liol 1 (i iiK'uibi I oL till I oi |\auiO'iL ion. 


J'Ik Li oiiK I V 
M 1 1 niM 1 1 VO 

Y ‘ ■ (> 


1 1 Ml 1.1 '1 I 
^ ■ 




LJ^Lromoly 
PoKal ivo 
1 


l)jd you (ollow LIk i u , I, riu I, ions ol bliu u^por iii onfcor. 

Vui.v Wo 11 _ MMiL rat No I at all 

( “■ (I 2 1 


3. 1 wonJd latu Mio oj /;am /.aL i ciu 


KuLLUiiiuly Wrni.ni ExLionicly 

Ilu loauc 1 M L 1 1 Unbuioaucrati c 

/I 3 2 1 
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' luMlU 

it'']' u li.uuil t.r llujtiuni I \ K mti 

M t I 1 1 '.*•)( IU'»* t 

• lul I in hi 1,1 hii, .)( *h (-luKho.'n- 

U lUl'Il I >!!l ' ll) 


Pornonal Dn h i 


DATO O P lUUl'H 


<'\uu IS, IMS , 


mflANlOMT A PI 111 i„ . 

I'JPUP ATI ( )1) All "P A i . 1 I ' P >U' h *tj 


) . ' , Pnt'lu' Un , ' ]i' 1 I |,'i , Pn I v« i' 
f-u« I UnV/ Ifu I Vv 3 ll 1,y , SiK'l Unv/ 


I f^y Pnin/m i, 



Kxfiiiimn t uin 

Pofil d/ 

j P V i ilim 

A 

Ibgb lit'luHil 

>M’. PomJ 

J 

ih 

Tn to lined 1 M 1 0 <M Art 1 

P Pi luifiid 

1 

C, 

B. A, (with P \ t’llti I egy ) 

I'UolnuA/ Pul, 

I 1 

D. 

M A, ( 1 u l'i,y t In 1 1 egy ) 

Pix'liuew llni 

t .i'J til Pud 

I-;. 

ill P. 

1 . 1 .'I’i IvUtlplU 

lu) j] tion 


?' nf 
J u >ij Il ifirJv ’ 

ISPP 67.6 
l‘)/1 67.0 
isv:* bl.O 
iy7S 6/I.S 

lyyo wubjiiitbou 


Iteiu::di iPiiUPli l,vtl nl RlanLuf'n r.i.v ol 

^ **''^'* I'ullnin tP' PtiUduutu nboiiL J nLciriialj onai 


ACADEIVITC AV/Al <J j; A» '.P i f ! I k>l )A]P>lU P 
A. Jutil or Snhniil InT in L oahniar'JlU]) 

P High iJchool hv'nL !>ohuJui’cihii) iromtl.P. Tioord 
C. lutorniudialiv' Mi j 1 1 Schuiarf-ihlp Xroni U.P, Board 
^ Boranty 00110X^3 nlilp from Luohnow Unjvex'Sl ty at H.A. lovol 
Roaoarch Pu I lowohip , Indian Inoti tutu ot TochnoAogy, Kanpur 
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